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Abstract: 
 
Policies promoting collaboration have been introduced to support school 
improvement and raise student achievement in an increasingly autonomous 
education system. This thesis sets out to find the interpretations and extent of 
practitioners’ collaborative practice within a converter academy in England, 
examining models of collaborative practice critically through a case study lens. 
Central to the study is the policy ethos behind converter academies and a probing 
of the requirement to support and work with ‘weaker’ schools. This intrinsic study 
considers the extent of such work and the experiences of the practitioners within 
the case academy by using questionnaires and interviews as well as exploring the 
tensions emanating from the contradictions of local and national drivers.  
The findings show that practitioners’ perceptions of collaborative models have 
changed over time and current policies have led to teacher isolation. Practitioners 
value collaborative practice and understand the benefits but find that policies 
within the academy, as well as the time pressures of such a demanding role within 
education, mean it is often just an add on to the day. The conclusions drawn from 
the study suggest that in the case academy, the policy drivers for collaboration have 
led to teacher isolation as well as a contrived or forced collaboration, rather than a 
trust in teacher professionalism.  
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1.1  Introduction 
 
To assess learning we use tests with which students struggle in one-to-
one combat, and where knowledge must be demonstrated out of 
context, and where collaborating is considered cheating. As a result, 
much of our institutionalized teaching and training is perceived by 
would-be learners as irrelevant, and most of us come out of this 
treatment feeling that learning is boring and arduous, and that we are 
not really cut out for it.  
(Wenger 1998:3) 
This research explores collaborative practice by members of an academy 
community. It addresses the nature and implications of practitioner collaboration in 
that school, a converter academy. The research sought to find practitioners’ 
interpretations of the forms, models and sustainability of collaboration, in addition 
to establishing the extent to which both national and academy policies drive 
collaboration in this case study.  
Collaboration, as a term used in this study, covers education practitioners working 
together, towards the shared vision of purpose and outcome for personal, 
professional or system wide benefit. This may be for extending personal knowledge 
or for expanding the knowledge of the students, either in one institution or with 
other professionals in the other institutions. 
1.2 Context to study: 
In developing innovative processes to transform education, Bruce (1999:78) 
reminds us that ‘in the postmodern world, nothing is solid. All is flux’. In the modern 
world, competition between schools, fostered by the 1988 Education Reform Act 
(DfE 1988), included a ‘strong rhetoric of increased autonomy for individual schools’ 
(Arnold 2006:17). In England, conflicting policies have challenged the notion of 
individuality and legislated for collaboration whilst promoting competition.  
10 
 
Sullivan and Skeltcher (2002:41) describe the ‘changing political and economic 
objectives, growth in technology as well as increased demand for quality services’ 
as making collaboration between organisations more likely. They talk about 
identifying the range of initiatives that are used to increase collaboration through 
effective coordination within inner cities, of modernising public services using 
collaboration and how partnerships becoming central to public service working 
(Sullivan and Skeltcher 2002:33). However, Arnold (2006:37) calls for collaboration 
to be ‘more radical and ambitious if it is to deliver’ and that it is not an attractive 
add-on, but a ‘different way to do the school’s core job’. The assumption here is 
that collaboration is positive, solves all public service problems and that those who 
are required to collaborate are effective collaborative team players.  
1.3 My position in the research: 
Since 1991 I have been a teacher working in three state funded secondary schools 
in the South West of England, developing my career to hold various positions of 
responsibility including middle leadership posts. I worked in the case academy 
between 2004 and 2015. Throughout my teaching career, I have seen a number of 
government funded school improvement initiatives come and go. One of these, the 
High Reliability Schools (HRS) project was founded by Professor David Reynolds 
(Exeter University, UK), Professor Sam Stringfield (Johns Hopkins University, USA) 
and Professor Eugene Schaffer (Maryland University, USA). This project had a 
significant impact on my professional career as it shifted my thinking to a more 
student centred focus. The website states:  
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The ‘High Reliability Schools’ (HRS) concept was created in the mid-
1990s as an answer to global calls for school reform, in which many 
other projects had failed. The HRS project, which developed from this 
concept, was first implemented in schools in the UK in 1994, using 
CfBT funding, and since this time, has been achieving a remarkable 
level of success.  
(High Reliability Schools Website 2015) 
 
HRS used the principles of teacher collaboration by sharing of strategies that 
worked with students, sharing student data and developing operational procedures 
to generate ‘failure free schools, as highly reliable industrial settings generated 
failure free outcomes’ (Reynolds et al 2004:17).  This initiative was my first 
professional whole school experience of collaborative working. 
My interest in inter-school collaborative practice started in 2005 with the 
introduction of the Specialist Diploma.  This qualification was to be embedded in a 
broad range of subject disciplines.  To be able to deliver the course, institutions 
were required to form consortia and work together, to facilitate the delivery of the 
number of subjects required to be offered to all students. Having experienced the 
annual open evenings to market my school, the idea that we would be sharing 
learners between local schools was a step change in my thinking: schools were 
competitors not partners.  There was also a need to work closely with colleagues 
from other schools and colleges in order to develop resources and course structures 
that would enable the qualification to run.  All of this was funded by central 
government and supported by QUANGOs like the Learning and Skills Improvement 
Service (LSIS).  
My substantive job role 2007-2012 involved the implementation of the Specialist 
Diploma as part of the third largest consortium in the South West of England.  The 
Specialist Diploma was an exciting new development in my professional career. I 
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was lucky enough to be involved with a pioneering Local Authority (LA) team who 
were successful in getting through the ‘gateway’ process with the first wave of 
courses.  I was appointed by the LA as a Lead Practitioner. My role was to set up 
and deliver the Engineering Diploma. To enable a fuller range of opportunities for 
learners, I also became the Lead Practitioner for the Construction and Built 
Environment (CBE) Diploma. As part of the delivery requirements, Lead 
Practitioners needed to work collaboratively with practitioners from different 
schools and colleges so that the whole award could be offered across institutions 
and phases.  Networks of Lead Practitioners were established and regular meetings 
were held in various venues to develop the work experience element of the award. 
The planning process began in 2006 with writing ‘gateway’ bids followed by 
planning the joint curriculum. In 2009, I secured funding from LSIS to produce 
resources for the CBE Diploma and to run the South West CBE Diploma Network.  
This provided opportunities to share ideas and best practice with colleagues from 
different schools and colleges in the South West who were, mostly, as passionate 
about the qualification as I was. My role afforded opportunities for collaborative 
work with businesses. This included visiting the new Southgate Shopping Centre in 
Bath whilst under construction and climbing the scaffolding that surrounded the 
roof of the National Trust property of Tyntesfield House. I become a regular visitor 
to another local secondary school and to the local Further Education College, 
providing extended contextualised learning experiences for myself and the learners 
on the award. It further provided opportunities to share and develop knowledge 
with others outside my ‘home’ school. During this phase of my teaching career, 
practitioners within the consortium collaborated for the benefit of all students in 
the locality. 
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In 2010, England went through a fundamental change in central government policy. 
After five years of planning and organisation and the expenditure of large sums of 
money, the government decided within two years of the election that the 
qualification was no longer to be delivered to any students within the local 
authority. My role changed from being the Diploma Co-ordinator to BTEC Quality 
Nominee and the school moved from LA control, becoming a converter academy in 
2011. However, the highly collaborative environment required as part of the 
Diploma process had fostered an interest in the policies that drive collaboration 
within schools; I wanted to find out what collaborative work other professionals in 
the academy were doing as well as the perceived benefits and challenges of 
working in this way. 
The methodologies in this study reflect my philosophical position as a researcher 
and are linked to my professional interests as a teacher. Ball (2006:46) states that 
‘Policies pose problems to their subjects; problems that must be solved in context.’ 
It is the problems that have arisen out of the policy agenda relating to the Diploma 
delivery that have led to my interest in pursuing this study. This study investigates 
practitioner interpretations of collaboration in a converter academy and critically 
examines whether the policy shift has changed the nature of collaboration. 
1.4 The case academy in context: 
This study uses the term school to refer to an organisation providing formal 
education to children. The term case academy is used to describe the institution 
which has converter academy status and which forms the central part of this study. 
The word case used in relation to case academy is defined in section 3.2.7. To 
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contextualise the case academy, information provided by OfSTED in their report in 
2014 states that: 
 [The case academy] converted to become an Academy school on 
[DATE] 2011. When its predecessor school [The case academy] was 
last inspected by OfSTED it was judged to be good. 
 The school is a larger than average-sized secondary school. 
 The proportion of disabled students and those who have special 
educational needs is above average. 
 The proportion of students known to be eligible for pupil premium 
is broadly in line with the national average.  
 The proportion of students of minority ethnic heritage is below 
average as is the number of students that speak English as an 
additional language. 
 The school meets the government’s current floor standards, which 
set the minimum expectations for student’s attainment and 
progress. 
(OfSTED 2014:3) 
In the 2014 inspection, the academy was awarded ‘outstanding’ for overall 
effectiveness, having been judged as ‘outstanding’ in all of the five areas of 
inspection. It sells services, including training, to other institutions. However, at 
present the case academy is a converter academy and not part of a formal chain.  
Government funding was made available to implement part of The Schools White 
Paper (DfE 2010). This allowed high performing schools, judged to be outstanding 
by OfSTED, to become training schools – working with universities to provide initial 
teacher training. Additional funding sources were provided for schools to extend 
their academy chains by taking over other schools who do not meet government 
criteria for standards, introducing new leadership and governance structures. The 
study seeks to examine the forms of collaboration that take place in a single 
converter academy, an autonomous institution that has not been awarded this 
funding or collaborative partnership structure. 
15 
 
The case academy has seen greatly improved exam results in recent years. In 2010, 
the national benchmark number of 5+ A* - C GCSE grades, including English and 
maths was 54%, rising to 72% in August 2014, with a five year average of 68% 
(further clarified in Section 4.2.5). At the time of writing, the case academy is 
looking at forming a new 14-19 Enterprise and Technology College to form a Multi 
Academy Trust (MAT). If this comes to fruition, the academy will be involved in 
formal links with the Enterprise and Technology College, allowing staff to work 
collaboratively as part of a MAT. 
At the time of writing, the academy has 78 teaching staff and 108 non-teaching staff 
including 28 cleaners. 
1.5 Historical background to school collaboration and policy: 
When seeking to find the policy issues relating to practitioner collaboration, it is 
important to understand the development of competition between schools and the 
effect this can have on collaboration. The marketisation of schools, encouraging 
autonomy, I would propose, reduces the desire to share ideas and generates an 
atmosphere of suspicion between schools, creating a system where schools are 
competitors not partners. Is the collaborative practice happening in the case 
academy sustainable? Is it of real value? Does it drive forward school improvement, 
teacher development and learner achievement? Hodgson and Spours (2004:218) 
wrote that practitioners ‘grounded perceptions, combined with recent research on 
post-16 institutional arrangements, point to a complex set of marketised factors 
working to reinforce competition and selection and to inhibit collaboration for 
learner progression’. Can converter academies as autonomous organisations, which 
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are not part of a formal partnership or under Local Authority control, undertake 
effective collaboration? If so, what would the collaboration look like? 
Education policy on collaboration is not a new innovation. Schools worked together 
for the introduction of the National Curriculum which was introduced in the 1988 
Education Reform Act (DfE 1988) (ERA); for the development of the new GCSE 
examinations and for Technical Education Vocational Initiative (TEVI). Following the 
development of greater freedoms for schools as part of the Conservative 
government policy of Grant Maintained schools from the early 1990s, other forms 
of governance and management of schools were created by legislation and were 
used as policy drivers in an attempt to improve standards. These have included 
initiatives that are the building blocks of collaboration: Beacon Schools; Pathfinder 
initiatives and changes in school status; Specialist Schools; Trust Schools and 
Academies – including Federations and Converter Academies. These political moves 
were argued to be to ‘reform’ (DfES 2005a) and improve the performance of 
education systems perceived to be failing and lagging behind international 
competitors. 
The change to the New Labour government in 1997 shifted the focus in the 
development of educational policy. In 2004, government policy was moving 
towards the implementation of the new specialist Diplomas to be introduced from 
2008.  In 2009, the Learning and Skills Improvement Service (LSIS) described the 
policies on collaboration in the 14-19 phase: 
These were addressed through qualifications reform and structural 
change in both the schools and the further education sectors, which 
have gradually established common curricular ground and increased 
collaboration between them.  
(LSIS 2009:5) 
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The direction of government thinking was outlined in the Tomlinson Report (2004) 
which stated that keeping ‘the status quo’ and ‘piecemeal changes’ were both 
undesirable and not an option (DfES 2004:1). It was seen that a radical change in 
policy was required to improve education systems in England. Pring (2005) 
identifies the tensions in policy between competition and co-operation. It is through 
the development of conflicting policies from the 1988 ERA (DfE 1988) through to 
the 2005 Education and Skills White Paper (DfES 2005a), that an era of cooperation 
between schools emerged.  In their inaugural professional lecture, Hodgson and 
Spours state: 
We deeply believe in collaborative work because we know from 
experience that dialogue produces the best outcomes. 
(Hodgson & Spours 2012:2) 
In 2006 education practitioners and policy-makers in England talked about ‘their 
aspirations for the development of a 14-19 phase of education and training. 
However, deep-seated historical institutional, curricular and organisational features 
work against the grain of this aspiration’ (Hodgson and Spours 2006a:325). They 
advocate that this is because we have a system that is based on selection and 
accountability frameworks which are linked to funding and performance tables. The 
driving force behind this mixed economy approach was institutional competition 
which was actively promoted by the Conservative governments of the late 1980s 
and early 1990s. Competition and selection appeared as the dominant features of 
English institutional arrangements; however, ‘institutional collaboration is growing 
because of a need to overcome limitations of individual institutional type’ (Hodgson 
and Spours 2006a:327). The call for collaboration has been promoted in many 
government policy documents (DfES 2004, DfES 2005a, DfES 2005b DfE 2010) in 
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recognition that a structural reform of curriculum would mean that no institution 
would be able to offer the full student entitlement on their own.  
In their study of schooling reform in England, Adnett and Davies (2003) present ‘an 
economic analysis of the impact of recent schooling reforms in England designed to 
promote competition or co-operation between schools’. They argue the case for 
identifying the most desirable foci for competition and co-operation, with 
competition providing short-term efficiency. Co-operation is further argued to 
provide long-run dissemination, creating arrangements that allow for schools to 
compete and also collaborate. This produces the most desirable combination 
(Adnett and Davies 2003). In his report on competition and collaboration, 
O’Shaughnessy (2012) wrote about the importance of both collaboration and 
competition in education, and how this is shown to be successful in industry: 
Within public sector markets, just as in private sector ones, 
collaboration is actually a much more important feature than 
competition. Most productive work in any industry takes place within 
a firm; that is the crucible of innovation. Competition between firms 
plays a smaller yet essential part, providing the sharp edge of 
accountability that ensures collaboration is productive and does not 
slide into complacency. 
O’Shaughnessy (2012:24) 
 
Gorard et al (2003:15) argue that market choice and policy for competition provides 
one side of the debate and that the welfare state is undermined by market policies. 
Policies promoting competition, they argue, came in to being so that equality and 
social justice could exist within capitalist economies through a redistribution of 
wealth. The introduction of market forces, they argue, increases inequality by 
rewarding the already privileged and reducing the rewards for everyone else. The 
counter argument is that choice may actually increase equity by allowing options 
that were not previously available. Their research investigates the impact of market 
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forces introduced as part of the 1988 ERA on parental choice and funding per capita 
which they describe as ‘essentially a voucher scheme’ (Gorard et al 2003:3). The 
publication of raw score data and inspection reports was intended to mean that 
schools perceived by the government as successful thrived and schools perceived to 
be failing either improved or were closed. The 1988 ERA (DfE 1988) established 
Grant Maintained School Status and City Technology Colleges, removing them from 
Local Authority control and funding them directly from the government. City 
Academy Schools were introduced as part of the New Labour policy but conversion 
to academy status needed to meet strict criteria.  
In 2010, the new coalition government changed the priorities for education in 
England, further increasing schools’ powers of autonomy by extending the existing 
academies programme. This was introduced in the White Paper (DfE 2010). We now 
have a growing number of schools in academy chains and as converter academies. 
The policy of conversion to academy status, whether as a chain or converter 
academy, has been central to the government policy to improve standards, but the 
House of Commons Education Committee (HCEC) report states: 
Academisation is not always successful nor is it the only proven 
alternative for a struggling school.  
(HCEC 2015) 
 
I would argue that the introduction of academy status and trust schools has 
embedded the capitalist principles of privatised funding, leading to schools being 
able to increase their budgets and spend funds on the resources that they prioritise. 
Academies are established as companies limited by guarantee, being effectively 
privatised with a grant from government. I sugggest that this ‘marketisation’ of 
services, once provided by the Local Authority, leads to increased tensions between 
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schools. It allows academies to sell the services of its teachers to other schools or 
academies who may wish to buy in training; services that were once provided by 
the LA or expensive private training providers.  
Coffield and Williamson (2012) write about the development of education policy. 
They are concerned about the reduction of the state’s power in education and 
opening up the provision of educational services to a competitive market place and 
competitive providers. They call not just for the reform of the current system; they 
say ‘that it needs to be replaced’ (Coffield and Williamson 2012:1). Their view is that 
the ‘market model has turned our schools and universities into exam factories’ 
(Coffield and Williamson 2012:11) which has resulted in discontent at the present 
unfocussed and uncoordinated system. They propose a ‘communities of discovery’ 
approach to education which builds on Lave and Wenger’s Communities of Practice 
model (Lave and Wenger 1991), which they describe as: 
A rather dull and uninspiring term, but rightly emphasises 
collaborative participation in groups as the best way of understanding 
learning. Instead we want to popularise the term communities of 
discovery, a more colourful and inspirational phrase, to describe the 
creative engagement of citizen –learners at all stages of their lives in 
tackling the collective problems we face in new ways.  
(Coffield and Williamson 2012:12) 
 
This approach is moving from working together to learning together. There is an 
assumption here from policy makers (DfES 2005b) that collaborative practice helps 
improve school performance and that teachers benefit from collaboration.  
Partnerships between schools can be seen as a ‘structured way for schools to learn 
from one another and to share good practice’ as it creates joint staffing 
opportunities, including structures across the federation (Arnold 2006:4). Biott and 
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Easen (1994:205) argue that ‘not only is it possible to be highly collaborative and 
highly autonomous, such qualities together are arguably the essence of being 
contributive members of social worlds’. I would propose that the way in which 
schools collaborate has changed due to the political restructuring of schools. The 
underlying reality is that teaching itself is still an isolated practice, which needs to 
embrace collaboration in order to meet the demands of a changing society. Schools 
are competitors not partners in the market place which, I suggest, makes 
collaboration within and beyond school boundaries challenging, increasing the 
isolation of collaboration to within one institution. 
1.6 Research questions: 
This thesis aims to discover how collaboration is interpreted by practitioners at 
different levels within a case study academy. The following questions were 
established to investigate the views of practitioners relating to collaborative 
practice and challenge the ideological assumptions posed by policy makers that 
collaboration can produce positive outcomes. 
Research Questions within this case study setting: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
This research seeks to critically understand the complex nature of collaboration, the 
policies behind the collaboration and how they are interpreted by practitioners in a 
given situation.  
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1.7 Summary: 
This chapter serves to contextualise the study by outlining the parameters of the 
research and establishing the research questions. It establishes the rationale for the 
study, providing an indication of the context and recent history about collaborative 
working in English state schools as well as outlining my position in the research. It 
provides a summary of policies that have shaped school collaboration and the 
development of school partnerships. The development of collaborative practice 
both within and beyond school boundaries were contextualised with my 
professional experiences to highlight the changing nature concerning the isolation 
of collaboration.  
The next chapter examines how collaboration is conceptualised in the academic 
literature.  
  
23 
 
2. Literature Review 
 
2.1 Introduction: 
This chapter critically examines the literature on collaborative teacher learning, 
models of collaboration, communities of practice and professional learning 
communities. It explores the core literature related to practitioner collaboration 
and the mechanisms that promote collaboration. It begins by seeking a clear 
definition of the term ‘collaboration’ when it is applied to teacher learning. 
Literature relating to methodologies and methods is included in chapter three. 
In undertaking a study relating to collaboration, it is important to look at the 
context of policies that drive the collaboration and not to view them in isolation. 
Ball (2006:17) proposes that ‘one of the generative effects of the flood of policy in 
the 1980s and 1990s is the flood of single focussed studies that focus on one policy, 
bracketing out all others’. This, he argues, leads to schools being criticised for not 
taking key issues seriously enough because the studies do not look at the range of 
other agendas that they are required to implement. To understand the policies 
relating to collaboration, the counter-agenda of competition needs to be discussed 
to contextualise the need to legislate for collaborative practice. Hodgson and 
Spours (2006b:683) argue that policy is not generated from a single focus but ‘that 
policy has been studied in a fragmented and partial way.’ This study looked at how 
practitioners interpret collaboration, the drivers for collaboration and how the 
policies behind the collaboration get translated into practice. 
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2.2 What is collaboration? 
This section aims to clarify the meaning of the word collaboration. Providing a clear 
definition is useful to ensure that the term is used precisely and its meaning 
understood. Clarification of how the term was used reduces the assumption that 
the reader understood the term and has followed the same definition. If the term 
was not clarified, this may have lead to ambiguity and weaknesses in 
communicating concepts and models. It was also important to ensure that the term 
was applied consistently throughout the thesis.  
Throughout the literature interrogation, a record was kept of definitions of the term 
collaboration, which are presented in the table below (Table 1). The table was 
constructed by selecting quotations from the literature where definitions of the 
term were provided. Quotations that did not provide a direct definition of 
collaboration relating to education or instances where the definition was not clear 
were discounted. In order to categorise the definitions found in the literature, a 
summary of the emphasis of each quotation was produced and placed in the third 
column. Reflection on the term was presented to provide an understanding of the 
term and its limitations. 
From the definitions presented in Table 1, it would seem that the notions of 
collaboration are contested. The definitions collectively provide us with some 
meaning of the term; however, some do not provide a sense of the motivation or 
purpose for the collaboration while others (Sullivan and Skelcher 2002:1) do not 
provide us with a vision or reason for collaboration. Biott and Easen (1994) argue 
that collaboration is about developing an understanding of personal experiences 
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which, as a definition, does not promote the idea of joint enterprise, vision or 
objective.  
Table 1: Definitions of collaboration 
Author(s) Definition Summary Reflection 
Fishbaugh 
(1997:4) 
‘Working together for a 
common end’. 
Shared product Does not provide an 
aim or outcome 
Hargreaves 
(1994:250) 
‘Collaboration should 
mean creating a vision 
together’. 
Shared vision Does not provide a 
shared outcome or 
objective 
Biott and 
Easen 
(1994:205) 
‘Collaboration, we would 
argue, is concerned with 
developing a contextual 
understanding of one’s 
own experiences’. 
Self-review Develops 
understanding but not 
the outcome or 
working as part of 
team 
Fielding 
(1999:16) 
‘Collaboration is an 
overriding instrumental 
form of activity and is, I 
suggest, a plural form of 
individualism’. 
Instrumentalist 
operation to 
achieve 
individual aims 
Describes individuals 
but not context, 
objective or outcome 
Sullivan 
and 
Skelcher 
(2002:1) 
‘Collaboration is a way of 
working with others on a 
joint project where there 
is a shared interest in 
positive outcomes’. 
Policy driven 
shared  
co-operation 
Does not present vision 
or outcomes 
Lassonde 
and Israel 
(2010:4) 
‘Groups come together 
to support each other in 
a learning community’. 
Shared group 
learning 
No outcome or vision 
Pickering 
(2007) 
‘Sharing and enacting 
together of practice and 
learning in a non-
hierarchical way’. 
Peer sharing No aim or vision. 
Discusses non-
hierarchy which 
contradicts the models 
presented by 
Fishbaugh (1997:5) 
House of 
Commons 
Education 
Committee 
(2013:7) 
The terms “partnership”, 
“cooperation” and 
“collaboration” are 
sometimes used 
interchangeably, but the 
key distinction is 
between those 
partnerships which have 
a formal basis and those 
which do not. 
Formal and non-
formal structure 
No objective or vision 
Policy derived 
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Dictionary Definitions 
W
ik
ip
ed
ia
 
 
Is the process of two or more 
people or organisations 
working together to realize 
shared goals. 
 
 
Shared vision 
 
No shared purpose or 
product 
Th
e 
O
xf
o
rd
 L
ea
rn
er
s’
 D
ic
ti
o
n
ar
ie
s 
o
n
-l
in
e:
 
1 The act of working with 
another person or group of 
people to create or produce.  
2 A piece of work produced 
by two or more people or 
groups of people working 
together. 
3 The act of helping the 
enemy during a war when 
they have taken control of 
your country. 
 
Shared 
product 
 
 
 
Peer sharing 
 
 
 
Working with 
competitors 
No vision 
 
 
 
 
No vision or purpose 
 
 
Applied to school 
context: marketisation 
of schools makes them 
competitors not 
partners 
 
The on-line definitions are included in the table as this is the level on which 
discourse can operate offering a generalised but vaguely acceptable definition of 
ideas allowing for multiple interpretations. The definition presented from Wikipedia 
includes organisations working together. This, I feel, is less than helpful as 
organisations themselves are inanimate objects who cannot work together. The 
individuals within the school or academy as an organisation work together and form 
partnerships or other agreements. These may be formed to define how individuals 
within the organisation should collaborate but the organisations themselves do not 
collaborate. The Oxford Learners’ Dictionaries describes the term as having a 
product but it also provides us with another definition ‘helping an enemy’. Although 
this is not the meaning of collaboration that is being used in this thesis, the policies 
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driving the marketisation of education promote competition between schools and 
are thus making schools competitors not partners.  
The policies used in this study did not present a definition of collaboration. The 
House of Commons Education Committee (2013) provides us with distinctions 
between the terms “partnership”, “cooperation” and “collaboration” but this 
relates only to the level of formality and commitment rather than a description of 
the terms. 
To clarify the term, for the reasons described above, I felt it was important to 
present a clear definition of collaboration. I propose a definition of collaboration 
deduced from the literature as working together, towards a shared vision of 
purpose and outcome for personal, professional or system wide benefit. This 
hybrid definition was informed from those provided by the literature to include the 
elements of shared product, vision, shared learning and self-review which were 
included in the summary in Table 1. The term towards implies that this is an aim but 
may not be achieved by all involved. 
2.3 Educational policy, collaboration and competition: 
This section of the literature review is divided into four parts that cover: 
 Language of policy 
 Policy timeline 
 Models of schooling and collaboration 
 Critiques of forced collaboration. 
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2.3.1 Language of policy: 
Properly handled, school collaboration offers benefits to all schools 
involved. The Government should continue to promote this message 
so as to reassure reluctant governing bodies and promote equality of 
esteem among all participants. 
(HCEC 2013:14) 
The Government policy of competition stemming from the 1988 Education Reform 
Act (DfE 1988) provided schools with greater autonomy over finances and forced 
inter-school competition for learners. I see these market forces as the drivers for 
competition between schools but there is a need to collaborate to achieve success. 
Nalebuff and Brandenburger (2002) created the term ‘Co-opetition’ to describe this 
conflict. It was used as a business strategy by organisations that were competing in 
a marketplace but needed to cooperate in order to expand, maximise profits and 
develop as businesses. The mixture of competition and cooperation leads to 
organisations cooperating for mutual financial benefit.  
Lunt et al (1994) explain the background to partnership in working with Special 
Needs students. It requires collaboration, not only for teacher learning but for 
providing students with individually tailored provision in different institutions. They 
outline the problems relating to collaboration: 
Schools, for the most of the time, are ‘people-changing’ organisations 
which are more concerned with their own boundaries and are not, 
therefore, motivated to engage in collaborative activities.  
(Lunt et al 1994:21) 
Organisational collaboration and planned organisational change are highlighted by 
Mullins (1996:729) who describes changes that ‘might occur in response to 
governmental legislation’. Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) discuss some models of 
partnership working within other sectors of public services. They describe the 
moves towards a global policy of a collaborative agenda between public and private 
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sectors. The papers by Briggs (2008, 2009a 2009b, Briggs at al 2007) focus on the 
leadership of partnerships and collaboration in 14-19 education. They highlight the 
difficulties of leading of such partnerships. Higham and Yeomans (2005) conducted 
research into the effectiveness of the collaboration in the 14-19 Pathfinder 
initiatives. They highlight that ‘competition between institutions might inhibit 
collaboration’ (Higham and Yeomans 2005:24) and call for a general commitment to 
collaboration based on good will for the pathfinders to make progress. This seems 
to be in contradiction to recent education policy (DfE 2010). This policy takes away 
‘good will to collaborate’ by forcing collaboration in return for funding. This 
indicates mistrust in professionalism (Ball 2003). In 2004, the Five Year Strategy was 
introduced by the Blair government (DfES 2004). Its focus on individual institutional 
autonomy appears to contrast with the 14 - 19 Education and Skills White Paper 
(DfES 2005a) and the Education and Skills implementation plan (DfES 2005b). These 
government papers set out the need for collaboration between educational 
providers and work-based providers. The contradictions between collaboration and 
competition highlight that policy is blurred in definition and is ‘not consistent’ 
(Higham and Yeomans 2010:379). 
The evaluation reports of the pathfinder project (2004-2006) include reference to 
collaboration for teaching learners as part of the initiative. In their paper, Higham 
and Yeomans (2010) refer specifically to the 14-19 education partnerships and ask 
why and how these institutions collaborate. Their paper reflects the emergence of 
apparent contradictory policies of collaboration and competition to provide 
students with a curriculum that motivates and which improves results leading to 
workforce development. The assumption is that competition can lead to school 
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improvement, a tension posed by competition and collaboration needed to drive 
that system improvement. The potential for the development of institutional 
partnership within a culture of competitiveness, with a student focus, they 
conclude, is ‘highly locally contingent’ (Higham and Yeomans 2010: 398).  
Coffield (2008:54) states that ‘complex social organisations like schools are adept at 
absorbing change in order to remain stable’ and that organisational resistance 
prevents us from moving forward to provide new educational provision for the 
needs of the 21st century learner. Another view, I suggest, could be that schools are 
used to the constant change in policy and have created systems to deal with the 
disruption those changes cause.  
Initiatives.....have generated networks of teachers sharing good 
practice although this does not, in my opinion, extend to classroom 
collaboration. – more domain consensus rather than work co-
ordination collaboration. 
(Sullivan and Skelcher 2002:44). 
The view that sharing of good practice has not extended to classroom collaboration 
(Sullivan and Skelcher 2002) was explored in this study with data gathered from the 
interviews. This was to address the research question relating to how practitioners 
interpret collaboration. Recent governmental policy claims (DfE 2010) greater 
autonomy for schools through the coalition government policy of converter 
academies, with the freedom to work with other schools, extend partnerships with 
businesses and cooperate locally to extend provision for its students. Academies 
were established with powers to form formal partnerships with other schools in 
order to raise standards. Consequently, we should have moved into a new era of 
collaboration between schools, powered by an increasing technological capacity 
which can be used by teachers and professionals to develop their skills through 
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using others in the marketplace. On the other hand, ‘freedoms’ are a false claim; 
academies are deeply regulated (Berry 2012). There is an expectation, as part of the 
policy, which, in return for converter academy status and funding, the academy 
supports ‘weaker’ schools. This, I advocate, is an aspect of the policy that highlights 
a climate of ‘performativity’, a mistrust of state institutions and teachers (Ball 
2003). 
Thomas (2012) argues for an ‘increased localism’, utilising the 2010 White Paper 
(DfE 2010) as a model in which education is perceived as a ‘shared endeavour to be 
undertaken by schools and communities in collaboration’ (Thomas 2012:13). This 
implies that collaboration should be on a local level and ignores sharing of good 
practice through national e-networks. Pedder et al (2010) question a centralised 
approach to collaborative policy: 
 
This centralised approach raises questions about whether teachers are 
to be trusted to manage their own affairs and whether prescribing 
pedagogies and demanding compliance with official expectations is 
the best way to enhance the quality of pupils’ learning, and the 
teaching and professional learning of teachers that support it.  
(Pedder et al 2010:368) 
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2.3.2 Policy timeline 
Table 2: Policy timeline 
20
10
 
White Paper: The Importance of 
Teaching 
Expansion of the Academy programme to 
all schools. 
20
07
 
Professional Standards for 
Teachers’ 
The Teacher Development Agency 
established standards for all teachers.  
20
08
 
Delivering 14-19 Reform: Next 
Steps 
Plan for the development of Diploma. 
Strong local partnerships and Disseminate 
benefits of collaboration. 
20
05
 
14-19 Education and Skills White 
Paper 
14-19 Education and Skills: 
Implementation Plan 
Diploma structure and detail announced. 
20
04
 
14-19 Curriculum and Quality 
Reform: Report 
Introduction of the Diploma.  
20
04
 
Five Year Strategy for Children 
and Learners 
Allow all schools to be specialist schools 
and some schools to be Foundation 
Schools. 
20
01
 
Schools-Achieving Success: White 
Paper 
Greater budget freedoms for schools 
More Specialist Schools 
City Academies introduced  
19
98
 
School Standards and Framework 
Act 
LEAs and government now have powers to 
intervene in failing schools. 
Grant Maintained Schools abolished and 
changed to Foundation Schools. 
19
97
 
Excellence in Schools: White 
Paper 
Schools encouraged to gain specialist 
schools status. 
19
93
 
Education Act 
Changes in school funding systems. 
Easier to convert to Grant Maintained 
Status. 
19
92
 
Education (Schools) Act 
OfSTED established to inspect schools. 
19
91
 
School Teachers’ Pay and 
Conditions Act 
Teachers’ pay and review body established. 
 
19
88
 
Education Reform Act 
Introduction financial management under 
LMS (Marketisation of schools). 
Grant Maintained schools introduced. 
City Technology Colleges introduced. 
19
86
 
Education (no 2) Act 
Powers for schools to be grouped under 
one governing body – in certain 
circumstances. 
19
80
 
Education Act 
Parental rights to choose schools 
(introduction of competition). 
19
44
 
Education Act 
Greater parental control over children’s 
education. 
 Adapted from Gillard D (2011) 
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2.3.3 Models of schooling and collaboration: 
 
This section looks at the models of school collaboration which have been formed as 
part of national policy. These models are significant as they demonstrate the ways 
in which practitioners within organisations can construct formal partnerships to 
work together. The institutions may form the partnerships but it is the practitioners 
within those institutions who collaborate. 
Hodgson and Spours (2006a:328) concentrate on the language of forced 
collaboration and identify inter-school models of collaboration discussed in the 
literature, starting with the ‘harder edged’ end of the spectrum: 
 Federations: a group of two or more schools with a formal agreement 
to work together to raise standards. 
 Shared post-16 organisation and facilities: including joint sixth forms. 
 Consortia: voluntary groupings of institutions. 
 Clusters: LEA / LSC sponsored groupings of institutions. 
 Bi-Lateral arrangements: two institutions with less formal 
arrangements. 
 Strategic alliances: such as Learning Partnerships. 
 Increased Flexibility Partnerships: Collaborative arrangements to 
achieve a particular objective. 
 14-19 Pathfinders: collaborative arrangements to achieve a particular 
objective 
 Occasional localised collaborative activities: arrangements between 
individual providers. 
(Hodgson and Spours 2006a:328) 
Since 2006 development of policy has led to the formation of two other significant 
models of collaboration: 
 Trust schools: Schools taking greater responsibility from Local 
Authority control and formalising trusts with partners which may be 
businesses and other schools for the mutual benefit of both. 
 Academy Status: Schools gaining direct central funding allowing them 
greater control to control their own budgets and internal structures 
and to work with other schools to raise standards. (DfE 2010).  
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Converter academy status is available to every school being judged as ‘outstanding’ 
or ‘good with outstanding features’ with the expectation of a commitment to 
support at least one weaker school in return for academy status (DfE 2010). A 
common feature of all the above is their attempt to offset the ‘negative effects of a 
predominantly competitive and divided system’ (Hodgson and Spours 2006a:329). 
However, recent policy (DfE 2010) seems to point towards greater autonomy.  This 
is balanced by an expectation of good or outstanding schools supporting other 
schools to enhance improvement.  
Academisation and the ‘mindset’ of business competition as opposed to an ethos of 
service and cooperation for the common good have been deeply contested (Hicks 
2015; Wilkins 2012; Ball 2007; Glatter 2013). I put forward that it is a government 
enforced way of reducing the Local Authority’s control of schools. This autonomy is 
described by Nick Gibb MP in his ‘The fruits of autonomy’ speech as “an academic 
renaissance” in which “autonomy is at the heart of that renaissance” (Gibb 2014). 
This still seems to part of government thinking as the current Secretary of State for 
Education reported to the BBC on 17 May 2015 that academies were a “better kind 
of school” than those controlled by a town hall (Bridge 2015; Bloom 2015). The 
interview data for this study indicates that the reduction of Local Authority control 
has led to the collapse of the associated support networks and development 
systems (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q8). In his research, Hatcher (2014) reports that 
new forms of partnership are being established in Birmingham that involve local 
schools which are head-teacher led and supported by the Local Authority. However, 
these partnerships only addressed the needs of school leaders and did not extend 
to middle managers. 
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2.3.4 Critiques of forced collaboration policy: 
This section critiques policy literature related to forced collaboration. Forced 
collaboration, as a term here, is used to describe the policies introduced to promote 
formal organisational ties between schools (Table 2). These have led to 
practitioners working together as a requirement of their role or because of a 
school’s partnership structure. The collaboration is driven by policy. This is in 
opposition to non-forced collaboration, in which practitioners voluntarily undertake 
collaborative practice. These follow the principles of a Professional Learning 
Community (PLC) (Section 2.5.3) and are driven by a collective responsibility to 
improve the learning opportunities for those within the school. Non-forced 
collaboration is driven by a professionalism and ‘good will’ (Higham and Yeomans 
2005:24) rather than policy. Lunt et al (1994) discuss issues associated with school 
and teacher collaboration: 
Schools that are similar structure and intake may find it easier to 
collaborate than schools that are dissimilar....... Large primary schools 
may not perceive it to their advantage to share their resources with 
small primary schools......For collaboration to take place, there has to 
be an agreement about goals, philosophies and areas of expertise. 
Primary and secondary schools may differ on many of these areas and 
therefore joint work may be difficult to achieve. 
(Lunt et al 1994:23) 
This highlights challenges that could occur when forming inter-school partnerships, 
suggesting that shared motivation, clear agreements and cultural aspirations might 
promote the most successful collaboration. The ethos for the Diploma delivery was 
a partnership not only between schools but it also included colleges and businesses. 
Higham and Yeomans (2010) talk about the Pathfinder Project and evaluate the 
effectiveness of the project in terms of its collaborative approaches. Hodgson and 
Spours (2006a, 2007a, 2007b, 2009) refer to the theory of strong and weak 
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collaborative learning cultures, with strong systems supported by planned local 
provision. Hargreaves (1994) describes the culture of teaching as providing a 
context: 
......in which particular strategies of teaching are developed....Cultures 
of teaching help give meaning, support and identity to teachers and 
their work.  
Hargreaves (1994:165) 
In the House of Commons Education Committee report (HCEC 2013) on school 
partnerships and cooperation, a chapter is set aside to cover competition and 
collaboration. In their findings they report that:  
The written evidence was sharply divided over whether competition 
between schools creates serious problems for encouraging them to 
collaborate or whether they can co-exist happily.  
(HCEC 2013:14) 
This arguably politically-motivated report concludes that the tensions between 
competition and collaboration encourage creativity; collaboration, in many forms, is 
growing between local groups of schools, even in a competitive school system. This 
study examines the claim that collaboration is growing between schools, addressed 
through the research question of how practitioners interpret collaboration. Glatter 
(2003) also reminds us that a commitment to policies prompting collaboration may 
not be supported by all policy makers. He cites two occasions when the then Prime 
Minister, Tony Blair, emphasises ‘individual character’ and the importance of 
enhancing consumer choice between schools. This then seems to contradict the 
policies presented in the following years that promote collaborative consortia (DfES 
2005a, 2005b. 2005c). 
The promotion of competitive policies with the idea of raising standards is being 
offset and balanced by other policies that formalise collaboration (Woods et al 
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1998). The concept of policy memory is outlined by Higham and Yeomans (2007:33). 
They introduce the term of ‘policy amnesia’. This is where policy makers revisit but 
do not learn from the past. They argue that policy makers could have drawn upon 
earlier attempts to address issues that offered opportunities for policy learning. In 
these policies, key issues were ignored. They argue that current policy issues are 
often difficulties that have been tackled in the past. I put forward that the range of 
policies relating to the academies programme, which include the in-built drivers for 
schools to collaborate on a supportive basis, are developments of policies that have 
been presented in the past (Grant Maintained, City Technology Colleges) (Hicks 
2015). These policies are, I suggest, directly linked to the control of schools and 
professional groups. Ozga (2000:14) describes this as a ‘combination of problematic 
and unstable elements’. Direct regulation, she states, ‘permits curriculum control 
but provokes militancy and reveals inequity’.  
Glatter (2003:16) discusses the issues of collaboration policy which he feels are due 
to school systems, their inbuilt hierarchy and cultures which have created an 
‘institutional separatism’. Glatter quotes an unknown source who states that 
‘Partnership means temporarily setting aside mutual loathing to obtain funding’. 
This suggests that the deep rooted cultural and hierarchical systems that have been 
established in our schools as part of marketisation require more radical reform than 
has already been introduced. I advocate that the change to an autonomous 
academy structure has fostered this mistrust between schools and teachers. 
Ball (2003:215) describes education reform as being ‘an unstable, uneven but 
apparently unstoppable flood of closely interrelated reform ideas’ which has an 
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embedded policy technology which he describes as a ‘performativity culture’. This 
he describes as: 
......a culture and a mode of regulation that employs judgements, 
comparisons and displays as means of incentive, control, attrition and 
change-based on rewards and sanctions. 
(Ball 2003: 215) 
The timeline of policies in Table 2, I propose, demonstrates the number of policies 
that have increased central government’s control of schools under the guise of 
autonomy, thus increasing marketisation and competition at the expense of 
collaboration. There are financial rewards for perceived success and sanctions for 
perceived underperformance: being forced into academy status is but one. 
Ultimately, with all the policies that are in place to drive collaboration, as Lowndes 
and Skelcher (1998:324) state, ‘It doesn't necessarily mean that if you have a piece 
of paper that says you're a partnership, then you are’.  
This section of the literature review contextualises the policies that have led to the 
marketisation of schools and enforced collaboration in relation to school 
management structures. It explores the contradictory policies that have led to the 
tensions of competition and collaboration between schools (Table 2). It highlights 
that current policies of academisation are reviving old policies from the Thatcherite 
era of the 1980s, consequently reducing local government control. The assumptions 
posed by the policy makers are that collaboration is the key to raising standards in 
schools and teachers cannot be trusted to collaborate through professionalism or 
good will. Therefore, legislation needs to be imposed to ensure that schools 
collaborate. 
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2.4 Collaborative teacher learning:  
This section reviews the literature relating to teacher collaborative learning. It 
focuses specifically on the nature of collaboration between teachers, whether this 
happens within a department, with other departments or with teachers in different 
schools and organisations, specifically for teacher learning. It then addresses the 
issues relating to teacher collaboration.  
2.4.1 Language of teacher collaboration: 
Gains in professional knowledge may be generated in a number of 
different ways. For example, teachers may find that they acquire 
professional knowledge attending courses, or they may generate 
knowledge through their own experience of teaching. Alternatively, 
they may acquire knowledge through collaboration and discourse with 
other teachers, either from the same or from other organisations. 
(Rhodes et al 2004:2) 
Traditionally, teachers work alone in their classrooms. Roberts and Pruitt (2009:7) 
state that ‘teaching as a profession is isolated in terms of integration with other 
professionals’, a position with which Fishbaugh (1997:88) agrees and one that 
DuFour (2008) suggests is still the case in some schools. Anderson (2002) concurs, 
arguing: 
Increased organisational demands, workload, norms of privacy, 
departmental membership, timetable and the physical nature of the 
institution are often used as an excuse for not having time to 
collaborate.  
(Anderson 2002:21) 
In 1996, Everard and Morris painted a picture of schools as cellular 
organisations lacking in communication: 
There is one condition of successful change which seems more 
prevalent in industry than in schools: industrial managers and 
professional staff get together more often, whereas the cellular 
organization in schools means that teachers struggle privately with 
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their problems and anxieties. It is unusual for teachers to observe and 
discuss their colleagues’ work.  
(Everard and Morris 1996:226) 
It could be argued that some parts of this view are outdated. With the introduction 
of greater accountability measures for schools and self-evaluation, I would advocate 
that teacher observation is now commonplace. This includes peer feedback, for 
appraisal purposes; part of a school’s monitoring structure and school inspections.  
Anderson (2002) argues that attitudes and cultures need to be changed in order to 
break the ‘cycle of isolation’ (Anderson 2002:4). The benefits of this are described 
by Fullan (2007:7) who calls for a ‘confronting of the isolation and privatisms of 
education systems’ which he suggests enables teachers to collaborate on planning 
and develop practice through observation. He talks about the changing nature of 
the teaching profession, calling for reform to the way in which teachers work, from 
induction to professional development. However, there is also an assumption 
proposed here by both Everard and Morris and Fullan, that successful change is 
more prevalent if there is greater communication. Fullan (2007) challenges Everard 
and Morris when he writes about a more collaborative and open teacher 
professionalism, with teachers’ learning happening in a system like that of an 
apprenticeship. His argument is that as teachers work outside of their own schools, 
they develop a new ‘professionalism’ that requires a new set of skills. This, he 
suggests, builds a professionalism that is collaborative, open looking, authoritative 
but not controlling. This seems to demonstrate that the view of Everard and Morris 
is outdated and that collaborative cultures are developing in schools. This viewpoint 
also contradicts Glatter’s view that of an ‘institutional separatism’ born out of a 
history of tensions between schools (Glatter 2003:16). Anderson (2002:21) suggests 
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that although teacher collaboration is not new, there has been a shift towards 
collaborative professional development to supplement the ‘traditional expert-led 
model’: 
Teachers of today and tomorrow need to do much more learning on 
the job, or in parallel with it.  
(Fullan 2007:297) 
The claims for the benefits of teacher collaboration are impressive. DuFour (2008:3) 
posits that collaborative cultures ‘have helped students achieve at higher levels, 
fostered a powerful sense of professional efficacy amongst teachers’ and that this 
has made teaching more rewarding and fulfilling. This is a view which Many (2008) 
agrees with. DuFour (2008:3) calls for teachers not only to collaborate but to 
collaborate ‘on the right things’, acknowledging that transforming schools and 
developing collaborative cultures is complex. DuFour et al (2008:28) clarify this by 
suggesting that time spent collaborating only aids school improvement if it is 
directed at student learning. They suggest that schools need to focus on the 
specifics of what the collaboration is about and its intended outcomes. In essence, 
collaboration that is targeted on student learning results in improved school 
performance. There is an assumption here that school performance is only 
measurable in terms of exam data. I would argue that this fails to address the needs 
of teachers who need to collaborate on their own learning to improve their own 
practice as well as develop extended learning experiences or opportunities for the 
students. Neither of these are measurable in performance league tables. 
Many (2008) wrote about the volume of literature on collaboration, highlighting the 
benefits and the processes used. His argument is for a collaborative culture which 
contrasts with the traditional isolation of teachers who do not communicate with 
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each other or share ideas. Rhodes et al (2004:24) refer to the development of a 
‘climate of trust’ that needs to be promoted by managers in order to establish 
collaborative teacher learning. This they argue includes ‘selecting the right 
individuals and providing time for training of coaches and mentors’. This suggests 
that there are key individuals in a school who will have a pivotal role in promoting 
collaborative cultures. This appears to contradict DuFour (2008); he calls for every 
professional to become a collaborative teacher. I would argue that by selecting 
individuals to promote collaboration, you foster the hierarchical structures 
described by Galtter (2003) rather than developing true cultures of collaboration. 
The structures needed to build collaborative cultures put forth by Rhodes et al 
(2004:118) come from clear leadership, enabling teachers to move from isolated 
practice to an ethos of dialogue and sharing. They argue for a climate of trust that 
enables teachers to learn best from each other: 
This new challenge of collaboration and networking both internally 
and externally requires organisational structures which minimise 
teachers’ isolation and foster dialogue and discussion. 
(Rhodes et al 2004:118) 
Hargreaves (1994:188) advocates that collegial relationships involving the sharing of 
stories, ideas, materials and practice do not threaten the independence of teachers 
because ‘these forms of collaboration and collegiality take place outside of the 
classroom’. This, he suggests, allows teachers to continue having control of their 
own classroom practice and, it would therefore seem, that teachers would be 
happier to embrace collaboration if they had control over what they put into 
practice in their own classrooms.  
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The value and benefits of collaborative practice are highlighted by many (Rhodes et 
al 2004; Wilson and Gislason 2010; Smyth 1991; Roberts and Pruitt 2009; Ertesvag 
2014; Little 2002; Fullan 2007; Anderson 2002; Cordingley et al 2005; Hargreaves 
and Reynolds 2012; Opfer and Pedder 2011 Hargreaves 1997). These studies 
highlight the advantages of teachers working together, coaching and the sharing of 
knowledge for professional development. Little (2002:917) argues that ‘conditions 
for improving teaching and learning are strengthened’ when collaboration is used to 
question routines and put forward new ideas for both teaching and learning. 
Wildman and Niles (1987:8) support this, stating that collaboration provides ‘a 
source of intellectual provocation and new ideas’. This seems to provide compelling 
evidence for the benefits of collaborative work in developing teacher learning. The 
assumption here is that all practitioners involved, not just teachers, are willing to 
work collaboratively. 
Further work supporting collaboration is provided by Cordingley et al (2005). They 
conducted a review of research which focussed on the impact of collaborative 
professional development on teaching and learning. They describe collaborative 
continuing professional development (CPD) ‘programmes’ used in their studies as 
sustained shared practice between at least two teachers. In their study Cordingley 
et al (2005) found some evidence of an improvement in pupil learning as well as 
positive changes in pupil behaviour; there were links between the CPD and changes 
in teacher practices, attitudes and beliefs. They argue that collaborative CPD brings 
greater impact than individually orientated CPD.  
This supports the findings of the studies mentioned earlier relating to the benefits 
of collaboration in terms of teacher CPD. Opfer and Pedder (2011:385) agree with 
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this view. It would seem from these studies that collaborative approaches to CPD do 
have a positive effect on teacher learning. I would suggest that collaboration can 
achieve a positive impact on both student and teacher learning if the culture within 
the school allows for collaboration to be embedded into a culture of trust. There is 
also an assumption that meaningful collaboration can take place in a competitive 
environment. 
In 2009, the General Teaching Council (GTC) (2009) issued a report into two 
research studies which addressed the accountability of teachers. Part of the study 
looked at teachers’ views on CPD. Their findings indicated that teachers’ CPD 
activities were mainly collaborative and that primarily, they took the form of 
coaching. The participants in the study felt that this was most beneficial in terms of 
improving practice in addition to being easier to logistically manage. This seems 
again to point towards the positive nature of collaborative CDP.  
Peddar et al (2008) indicated that when at least three colleagues work on 
collaborative approaches, changes can occur in teachers’ attitudes. However, they 
were unable to establish how much collaborative practice was undertaken as part 
of the CPD. The amount of collaborative practice undertaken by teachers in a study 
of four primary schools in Australia is described by Johnson (2003:342) as over 85% 
of teachers ‘working collaboratively in teams to some extent or a great extent’. He 
reported that ‘teaming arrangements were in place for the vast majority of 
teachers’. Avalos (2011) also takes a positive approach to the research on 
collaborative teacher learning arguing that teachers naturally talk to one another 
and with an educational purpose. The challenge was to ‘move from co-learning 
through talk to co-learning through observation’, with feedback being both 
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necessary and effective (Avalos 2011:18). These studies suggest that bringing 
teachers together to develop their own learning improves the outcomes for their 
students, solving all problems linked to school performance. Section 2.3 of this 
review also points to policy makers trying to impose collaboration on schools, both 
implicitly and explicitly, in the drive to reform education. This study also explored 
the validity of the literature’s claims on the benefits of collaboration by seeking 
practitioners’ attitudes towards collaborative working within the academy and their 
interpretation of the endorsed policy drivers.  
2.4.2 Critiques of teacher collaboration: 
Johnson (2003) highlights some of the disadvantages of collaborative working. He 
suggests that around a quarter of teachers in his study reported negative 
consequences, feeling constrained and feeling pressured to conform being two 
examples. He states that the ‘loss of independence and autonomy by these teachers 
was seen as an inevitable consequence’ of conforming to the ‘implicit norms and 
explicit decisions of their working team’ (Johnson 2003:347). I would suggest that 
the independence and autonomy that Johnson states teachers lose by collaborating 
was eroded by the introduction of National Curriculum and OfSTED inspections. It is 
the very isolation that a number of authors criticise (Hargreaves and Dawe 1990; 
Anderson 2002; Everard and Morris 1996; Fullan 2007 and Fishbaugh 1997). 
Kelchtermans (2006) contests the benefits of collaboration, describing them as 
simplistic, having little warrant and coming at a cost. The benefits Kelchtermans 
states are ‘to a large extent social-emotional’ (Kelchtermans 2006:288). Pounder 
(1998) wrote about the problems in developing collaborative cultures, which need 
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to be carefully organised and focussed on the core purpose of schools or they are 
unlikely to be worth the effort: 
Collaborative efforts that are largely symbolic may reflect our 
democratic ideals but are unlikely to result in substantive 
improvement in schools and student outcomes.  
(Pounder 1998:175) 
Barth (2006:9) highlights management strategies for improving relationships within 
schools. He suggests that ‘schools are full of non-discussables – issues that are 
important to the school but are seldom openly discussed’. One of these, he 
suggests, is the relationship between adults. Writing about the importance of these 
relationships he states: 
The nature of relationships among the adults within a school has a 
greater influence on the character and quality of that school and on 
student accomplishment than anything else....Relationships among 
educators within a school range from vigorously healthy to 
dangerously competitive. Strengthen the relationships and you 
improve professional practice.  
(Barth 2006:9) 
This implies that collaborative cultures, as defined by Hargreaves (1994) in Section 
2.3.1, can be developed by improving the working relationship or collegiality 
amongst practitioners. However, I would suggest that building a collaborative 
culture in which all adults in the school work together for the advancement of 
student learning builds the relationships that Barth is suggesting. Having common 
goals, working and learning collaboratively, builds trust and respect amongst 
colleagues, and improves professional practice. The study explored the academy’s 
collegiality implicitly in the interview questions. The benefit of collegiality, Barth 
states: 
Schools are full of good players. Collegiality is about getting them to 
play together, about growing a professional learning community. 
Barth (2006:10) 
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Hargreaves and Fullan (1992:68) wrote about a ‘contrived collegiality’ where forms 
of collaboration are determined by administrators and not teachers. To contrast, 
they state that there are also ‘Collaborative Cultures’ in schools where ‘the 
individual and the group are inherently and simultaneously valued’ (Hargreaves and 
Fullan 1992:67). Hargreaves (1994:192) defines the difference between 
collaborative culture and contrived collegiality. He states that collaborative cultures 
tend to be ‘spontaneous, voluntary, development orientated, pervasive across time 
and space and unpredictable’. In comparison, he describes the notion of contrived 
collegiality as being the opposite: being ‘administratively regulated, compulsory, 
implementation orientated, fixed in time and space and predictable’. From this, it 
would seem that the administration driven collaboration of government policies 
would lead to contrived collegiality because of their fixed purpose, compulsory 
nature and predictable outcomes. Hargreaves (1994:193) argues that collaborative 
cultures rest on relationships that ‘extend persistently and pervasively across the 
whole school’. With contrived collegiality, time for collaboration may be planned 
into the school day, but the rigidity of this timing can reduce productivity in the 
collaborative process by forcing collaboration to happen at a time that does not suit 
professionals best: 
Scheduling time together should be used to facilitate not control 
collaboration, setting expectations for task rather than time. 
(Hargreaves 1994:198) 
The teaming approach, detailed by Fishbaugh (1997) is not put forward in his 
version of contrived collegiality. However, Hargreaves (1994) seems to be 
describing the teaming approach in his description of collaboration: ‘collaboration 
should mean creating a vision together’ and by saying: 
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But in their most rigorous, robust (and somewhat rarer) forms, 
collaborative cultures extend into joint work, mutual observation and 
focussed reflective enquiry in ways that extend into practice critically, 
searching for better alternatives in the continuous quest for 
improvement.  
(Hargreaves 1994:250) 
Fielding (1999) is critical of the work of Hargreaves (1994) and his ideas on 
contrived collegiality. Opposing the views of Hargreaves, Fielding expresses the 
view that collaboration is short term and meets the needs of a predetermined 
purpose and collegiality, strengthened by the developing organisation. This is 
termed Radical Collegiality, which is longer term and more applicable. He wrote: 
Radical Collegiality becomes the dynamic of the dialogic school, a 
school whose boundaries and practices are not the prisoner of place 
and time, but rather the agent of an increasingly inclusive community.  
(Fielding 1999:29) 
The relationships between practitioners within a learning community are of 
paramount importance if sustained and meaningful learning is to be established as 
part of a collaborative process. The notion of contrived collegiality, in my opinion, 
can be counteracted by developing an ethos within schools that promotes 
collaboration so that it does not become short term as Fielding (1999) suggests but 
more meaningful and sustained. Nevertheless, I am not suggesting that the 
collaboration remains static and rigid. Just because a practice works with one group 
of practitioners, it does not preclude the community adapting and evolving to meet 
the ever-changing knowledge economy. Institutional isolation, I believe, poses the 
risk of reduced local support and inhibiting system wide innovation. 
In this section, the literature concerning teacher collaboration was considered and 
has highlighted many benefits of collaborative working, especially as a means of 
CPD. However, there are those (Johnson 2003; Hargreaves 1994) who are more 
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critical.  Therefore, it would seem that, along with deep rooted mistrust provided by 
policies of competition and of professionalism control, attitudes and cultures play a 
large part in the effectiveness of the collaborative teacher learning approach. 
2.5 Models of collaboration: 
Models of collaboration in educational settings are important ways of 
conceptualising professional development. The section starts by discussing the 
relationship models used by teachers when undertaking collaborative practice in 
schools. It then looks at the communities of practice approach which describes how 
communities of practitioners with a common interest or goal work together to 
achieve an outcome. The section then explores the nature of Professional Learning 
Communities which build on knowledge shared by members of professionals within 
a community. The final part covers the use of collaboration as a tool for school 
improvement. 
2.5.1 Language of collaborative models: 
Section 2.4.1 explored the literature relating to teacher collaboration and many 
benefits of the approach were highlighted (Fullan 2007; DuFour 2008). This section 
examines the models that can be used by teachers in developing that collaborative 
practice. Ainscow and West (2006) put forward a typology of the relationships that 
can exist within a network of schools. They suggest four levels of collaborative 
endeavour: 
1. Association: establishments that are linked through organisational 
structures like occasional Local Authority training events but with no 
sharing of knowledge. 
2. Cooperation: closer links through participation in meetings and where 
opportunities for presenting ideas are given. 
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3. Collaboration: schools working together on projects to address specific 
issues. 
4. Collegiality: wider long term relationships to bring together existing 
knowledge and resources within an agreed set of values to generate 
new knowledge for the benefit of all.  
(Adapted from Ainscow and West 2006:135) 
To understand how collaboration works and to analyse its structure, Fishbaugh 
(1997) describes educational collaboration according to three basic models: 
 The Coaching (parity): where two or more people take turns in 
advising each other. 
 Consulting (expert): an expert gives advice to a person less 
knowledgeable in the consultant’s field of expertise. 
 Teaming (interactive): members of the team have equal ownership 
of team problems and solutions.  
(Fishbaugh 1997:5) 
These models, she argues, blend into each other although theoretically they are 
distinct. Clinical observation, she advocates, can be used to provide data for 
reflection on any of the three basic collaborative models (Fishbaugh 1997). The 
model is a framework of collaborative practice for education professionals, 
providing a ‘structure for thinking about collaborative practice’ (Fishbaugh 1997:2). 
The model was used to contextualise the research question relating to the 
interpretation of collaboration by practitioners, to gain an understanding of 
collaboration and reflect on the motivations for collaboration. As this study was 
focussed on the interpretations of practitioners and their motivations for 
collaboration, the model provided a framework that related to how the individuals 
within an organisation collaborated. The study also extends to the implementation 
of policy at school level, whether they make internal or external collaboration 
possible. Fishbaugh presented a framework and definitions which were used to 
formulate the questionnaire and interview questions. The model provided a 
51 
 
mechanism to analyse the data gathered from both the questionnaire and 
interviews. A presentation of this is in Table 14. 
In a study of a school improvement initiative, Ainscow, West and Nicolaidou (2005) 
wrote a case study on a model of collaboration with three head teachers acting as 
consultants in a collaborative initiative with a new head teacher in order to help 
improve an existing school rather than close it under the Fresh Start policy of the 
time. This followed the consultative model of collaboration proposed by Fishbaugh 
(1997). The success of the model is measured by the increase in attainment for the 
students in exam results. Limitations that are put forward are related to the context 
in which the model was conducted – it met the needs of those involved but the 
model may not necessarily be transferable to different situations.  
Planning in advance for the changes and setting protocols was a key element 
mentioned as part of the success of the model, as well as building trust within the 
collaborative arrangement. I would also suggest that a financial element would play 
a large part in the success of this initiative as the consultants had funded time to 
work with the failing school. In the current climate of funding cuts and austerity, the 
development of such an initiative seems unlikely. However, their final thoughts on 
the model are described as: 
under certain conditions, school-to-school cooperation offers a 
promising strategy for bringing educational improvements in contexts 
that are facing difficulties. Indeed, it can be argued that it points 
towards a possible new direction for school improvement policy and 
practice more generally. 
(Ainscow, West Nicolaidou 2005:135) 
Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) study the policy and practice of collaboration between 
multi agency parties who are increasingly being required by governments to work 
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together to modernise public policy from the 1990s.  Their work looks at 
collaborative practice in the form of networks in addition to the more common 
form. Partnerships in all areas of the public sector, ranging from the Health Service 
to Social Workers and the Police force to schools, through increasing policy drivers, 
are required to work together. High profile cases since the publication of this work 
have led to greater rigour in public collaboration through the ‘Every Child Matters’ 
agenda. The models of collaboration they propose are on a spectrum which range 
from the ad-hoc at one end of the spectrum to the formalised structure at the 
other. These can be seen in Table 3. This model demonstrates different forms of 
collaboration on an organisational spectrum, which I would argue, leads from non-
forced collaboration on the left to forced collaboration on the right as discussed in 
Section 2.3.4. This model is useful in forming an understanding of practitioner 
collaboration within the case academy when addressing the third research 
question, relating to the extent to which policy is translated into practice. The 
Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) model is used in this study as it represents the 
spectrum of organisational collaboration and it can be used alongside the model 
proposed by Fishbaugh (1997) which offers three forms of practitioner 
collaboration, relating to the individuals within the organisation. 
  
53 
 
Table 3: Forms of collaboration and rules of governance 
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From Sullivan H and Skelcher C Working across boundaries: Collaboration in public services 
(2002:43) Palgrave Macmillan. Reproduced with permission of Palgrave Macmillan. This 
material may not be copied or reproduced without permission from Palgrave Macmillan 
Hargreaves (2003:39) suggests two ways in which innovation can transform schools. 
The first is ‘front-line innovation conducted by leading-edge institutions’ which 
develop new and original ideas. The second kind of innovation, he suggests, is 
where the poorest attaining schools ‘catch-up’ with the practices happening in 
higher performing schools by adopting the practices that are embedded in the high 
performing school, appearing as innovative in the underperforming school. He 
describes the practice of learning from others by adopting second-hand practices as 
‘transferred innovation’. It would seem that to enable this to happen there needs to 
be capacity within the education system to facilitate structural and organisational 
change. 
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The Teachers’ Standards (DfE 2012) and the Teacher Development Agency’s (TDA) 
Professional Standards for Teachers’ (TDA 2007) contain explicit requirements for 
teachers to collaborate and for post-threshold teachers to coach and mentor staff. 
Mentoring is described by Wilson and Gislason (2010:17) as ‘a development 
resource for staff development’ which is suited to training young leaders in a 
particular role. They argue that coaching differs from mentoring as it is based on 
observation and feedback. In 2005 the DfES launched the Key Stage 3 National 
Strategy which was supported with the appropriate training materials. The 
introduction to the booklet, Working Together: Coaching and Assessment for 
Learning (DfES 2005c) provides us with a definition of coaching: 
Coaching is a model of professional development designed to support 
and accelerate teachers’ learning.  
When undertaken well, coaching is effective because it enables 
teachers to reflect with insight on their own practice and drive their 
own improvements rather than simply responding to the judgements 
of others.  
(DfES 2005c:4) 
The research evidence presented in the report suggests that coaching for 
professional development is highly motivating and beneficial for changing 
classroom practice. Coaching can provide a framework that enables the 
development of a ‘coaching cycle based on pre-lesson discussion, classroom 
observation and a post-lesson coaching conversation’ (DfES 2005c:6). Alongside the 
model, a number of collaborative tasks are provided as part of the support and 
training materials. Although specifically aimed at the training and developing of 
coaching as part of the Key Stage 3 Strategy, the materials raise questions related to 
the types of CPD undertaken in schools, allowing them to reflect on their practice. 
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As part of the development in coaching, the document introduces the GROW 
model: 
G: Goal 
R: Reality 
O: Options – What could you do? 
W: What will you do?  
(DfES 2005c:30) 
The GROW Model was originally developed in the UK during the late 1980s and was 
used for cooperative coaching. Contributions to its development have been linked 
to performance coach Sir John Whitmore, although other coaches such as Alan Fine 
and Graham Alexander have also helped to develop it. The GROW coaching model 
traditionally assumed that the coach was not an expert in the field of the person 
being coached but would instead act as a facilitator to assist with developmental 
discussions. In the version adapted for the DfES in 2005, they describe the model 
thus: 
 
The GROW model provides a helpful and easily remembered 
alternative which can be used to frame coaching discussions, 
particularly the pre-lesson discussion. The stages described in the 
model are not necessarily sequential and may be revisited or repeated 
during a conversation. The framework is not meant to serve as a script 
or formula and once used a few times is likely to become second 
nature. 
 
The model often features the use of the word ‘we’ in the questions. 
Use the pre-lesson discussion to let the teacher know you are working 
together, creating sense of joint ownership to encourage confidence 
and risk taking.  
(DfES 2005c:14) 
The GROW model is described by the DfES (2005c) as a framework for discussion 
and was not intended to be sequential or a script. The DfES version is provided in 
Appendix A. 
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2.5.2 Collaboration in communities of practice: 
This section looks at the history behind the communities of practice model for 
collaboration and how it applies to current educational settings. This model of 
collaboration is included in this literature review because it describes a model of 
how practitioners within a discipline can form a community which shares good 
practice. This could extend beyond the institutional boundaries. 
Communities of practice have been around since human beings started to 
cooperate with one another in order to hunt, to build and to engineer objects. 
People have learnt by experience and by belonging to social communities. 
Communities of practice were common as far back as ancient times. In Classical 
Greece, for instance, ‘Corporations’ of metalworkers, potters, masons and other 
craftsmen had both a social purpose and a business function (Wenger and Snyder 
2000:140). The subject of communities of practice is becoming an increasingly large 
area of literature. At the end of 2014, I conducted a UWE Library search which listed 
1,620,923 items for communities of practice. Up until the 1960s, approximately 200 
articles were recorded per year. This increased to over 6,000 in 1992 and to an 
annual peak of over 127,000 articles in 2011. Although it is recognised that this 
whole body of literature does not relate to education (listed under communities of 
practice education 185,501 items), it is nonetheless a vast body of literature to 
address.  
Lave and Wenger (1991) introduced the theories of situated learning and of 
teachers learning collaboratively. These theories related to establishing learning 
communities, calling for the developing notion of apprenticeship and learning as a 
situated learning activity in which ‘the mastery of knowledge and skill required 
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newcomers to move towards full participation in the socio-cultural practices of a 
community’ (Lave and Wenger 1991:29). The concept of communities of practice 
was further developed by Wenger (1998) and Wenger, McDermott and Snyder 
(2002). The term has been used in many disciplines, law and medicine being 
examples but it is especially prevalent in education (Plaskoff 2011). The theories of 
communities of practice as put forward by Habhad-Rave (2008) suggest it is used 
mainly in organisations and enterprise and it: 
would seem particularly difficult to maintain communities of practice 
in the domain of education, where learning is both the way to reach 
the goal and yes it is itself the goal..... 
(Habhab-Rave 2008:215) 
Habhab-Rave (2008:215) described communities of practice as being ‘particularly 
suited to a professional context’; she suggests that education adopts the 
communities of practice approach because it is useful to teachers’ learning because 
it is ‘as an alternative approach to attending courses or following a programme’. 
The important issue that needs to be addressed is whether communities of practice 
can contribute to teacher learning. Both Lave and Wenger (1991) and Habhab-Rave 
(2008) discuss the use of communities of practice as a model for apprenticeships. I 
would suggest this ideology has been adopted by policy makers in the programmes 
for Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs) by enabling the development of teaching skills 
in the workplace with formal support and monitoring programmes. Other 
apprenticeship programmes for teachers are arguably the ‘training schools’ and 
‘Schools Direct’ routes which are linked to academy status and ‘outstanding’ OfSTED 
reports. In her research Lave describes an apprenticeship model as where 
knowledge and learning are developed by situated learning. Although Lave and 
Wenger (1991) imply that situated learning is a face-to-face process in that learning 
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is situated in a physical space, Habhab-Rave reminds us that teacher working 
practice has changed and new technologies have transformed this working practice: 
In fact, teachers use information technology and the internet to do 
their work. ICT supports cooperative work and can help a collocated 
community of practice move to a virtual learning environment. 
(Habhab-Rave 2008:218) 
In a virtual community, there is increased capacity for the membership and 
dynamics of a community to develop. In developing his communities of practice 
model, Wenger (1998) identifies three dimensions in which practice is the source of 
coherence and community: 
1. Mutual Agreement: where members interact with each other and 
establishing norms and relationships through mutual agreement. 
2. Joint Enterprise: members [are] bound by the ability to negotiate 
actions as accountable to enterprise. 
3. Shared Repertoire: the discourse by which members create 
meaningful statements, which have become part of the communities 
practice.  
(Wenger 1998:72 – 85)  
 
Fig 1: Dimensions of practice as the property of a community. 
Wenger (1998:73) Reproduced with permission. 
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Wenger (1998:125) notes that ‘a community of practice need not be refined as such 
in the discourse of its participants’; that is, members of the community may not be 
aware of its existence. However, Wenger does provide us with a list of 
characteristics, that he argues, communities of practice would include: 
Table 4: Key characteristics of a community of practice Wenger (1998:125-126). 
Reproduced with permission. 
1. Sustained mutual relationships – harmonious or conflictual 
2. Shared ways of engaging in doing things together 
3. The rapid flow of information and propagation of innovation 
4. Absence of introductory preambles, as if conversations and interactions 
were merely the continuation of an ongoing process 
5. Very quick setup of a problem to be discussed 
6. Substantial overlap in participants’ descriptions of who belongs 
7. Knowing what others know, what they can do, and how they can contribute 
to an enterprise 
8. Mutually defining identities 
9. The ability to assess the appropriateness of actions and products 
10. Specific tools, representations, and other artefacts 
11. Local lore, shared stories, inside jokes, knowing laughter 
12. Jargon and shortcuts to communication as well as the ease of producing new 
ones 
13. Certain styles recognized as displaying membership 
14. A shared discourse reflecting a certain perspective on the world 
Wenger (1998:85) describes communities of practices as ‘a force to be reckoned 
with’ that hold the key to transformation. This is a powerful claim. However, the 
community of practice approach does have its drawbacks. In their book, Cultivating 
Communities of Practice, Wenger et al (2002) devote a whole chapter to the 
downsides of communities of practice. They warn that communities of practice can 
‘hoard knowledge, limit innovation, and can hold others hostage to their expertise’ 
(Wenger et al 2002:139). They go on to further state that it is important not to 
romanticise communities of practice or to expect the model to solve all the 
problems; the communities who existed in the organisations may actually have 
been the source of the problems themselves. ‘Communities that may be considered 
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as functioning too well may exhibit implicit assumptions that may go unquestioned; 
they may have a reluctance to question each other and create barriers to 
newcomers’ (Wenger et al 2002:141).  Roberts (2006:626) also writes about the 
limitations of the approach. Her review outlines the issues relating to power, trust 
and predispositions within communities of practice in the academic literature. 
These issues have been summarised here: 
Power: The communities of practice have members with different levels of 
expertise, seniority and experience. Some members may not progress beyond 
peripheral participation and the level of participation by members within the 
community may vary. Hughes et al (2007:173) add the tensions of conflict and 
collaboration to the issues of power struggles in communities of practice stating 
that ‘there are struggles between participants’ who try to control the community 
and aspects of the practice. 
Trust: Roberts (2006:628) recognises that ‘without trust, members of the 
community of practice may be reluctant to share knowledge’. To gain a high degree 
of mutual understanding there needs to be a relationship of trust and belief 
between the individual members of the community. Low levels of trust and strong 
hierarchical structures may fail to support effective communities of practice. 
‘Communities of practice may be better suited to harmonious and trusting 
organisational environments in which workers are given a high degree of autonomy’ 
(Roberts 2006:629). 
Predispositions: Communities where assumptions are not shared, where restrictive 
codes are used and language has to make explicit claims. Communities using 
elaborate codes are more open to learning and knowledge compared to 
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communities who have limited concepts and lack ‘flexibility and range of use. 
Communities of practice may become static in terms of knowledge base and 
resistant to change’ (Roberts 2006:628-9). New knowledge may reinforce an 
existing preference or predisposition and radical change may be difficult to 
introduce within existing communities. 
Hughes (2007) offers us caution on moving forward with communities of practice. 
He suggests that the model proposed by Lave and Wenger (1991) is in danger of 
becoming hi-jacked, shifting from learning from towards learning to and eventually 
becoming learning for. Additionally, communities of practice, Roberts (2006:630) 
suggests, are susceptible to ‘manipulation from organisational designers’.  
The communities of practice model refers to learning within given contexts, not 
necessarily within education, whereby participants are involved in a community to 
share ideas and practice. The concept is wide-ranging but it links to collaborative 
practice and sharing knowledge, whether in a situated learning environment or as 
part of a wider community learning.  
2.5.3 The professional learning community: 
The professional learning community differs from a community of practice as it 
describes the practitioners within a given institution or community who may learn 
individually or collaboratively in pursuit of development for the professionally 
situated institution. This model is explored in this review because it describes the 
developmental processes of practitioner learning as part of a community. 
DuFour et al describe a professional learning community (PLC) as: 
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educators committed to working collaboratively in ongoing processes of 
collective enquiry and action research to achieve better results for the 
students they serve.  
(DuFour et al 2008:14) 
It seems the term professional learning community first emerged in the 1960s as an 
alternative concept to the isolation of teaching in the United States. Research into 
the concept of PLCs emanated more explicitly from North America in the late 1980s 
and 1990s. Little published research in the 1990s about the persistence of privacy in 
education (Little 1990) and later on professional learning communities, (Little 2002, 
2003, 2006). Fullan (2007) describes the most recent works relating to professional 
learning communities as being ‘very strong....... on paper at least,’ to which he 
highlights studies by DuFour et al (2006) (updated in 2010), DuFour et al (2005) and 
Stoll et al (2006a). Richard DuFour is another researcher often cited in this field of 
academic literature. His research looks at the power of professional learning 
communities in education and how the communities can be used to improve 
schools (DuFour et al 2005, 2006, 2008). This study looks at how a community of 
practitioners collaborate, exploring the drivers of that collaboration. The PLC model 
could be applied to the case academy as it examines the effectiveness of a 
professional learning community. The research questions seek to find the nature of 
collaborative practice in the case study academy. The interview questions seek to 
find practitioners’ views on the academy’s ethos towards collaboration and, 
implicitly, how well it functions as a PLC. Ethos is taken to mean the culture and 
attitudes portrayed by practitioners in the case academy. 
Stoll et al (2006b) state that the study by Bolam et al (2005) was the first research 
of its kind published in the United Kingdom to introduce the concept of PLCs. The 
issue they faced in writing their review of the literature was in contextualising the 
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evidence from the literature which, until then, was primarily based around schools 
in North America, to situations and school in the UK. In 2006, Stoll et al (2006a) 
published another document, (published jointly by DfES, NCSL, GTC and the 
University of Bristol) which, along-side other practical workshop activities and 
source materials, describes how leaders could develop PLCs. It gave examples of 
how staff could collaborate within such a community. A definition of what exactly a 
professional learning community is seems less than clear. 
There is no universal definition of a professional learning community   
but there is a consensus that you will know that one exists when you 
see a group of teachers sharing and critically interrogating their 
practice in an ongoing, reflective, collaborative, inclusive, learning-
orientated, growth-promoting way. 
(Stoll and Louis 2007:2)  
However, in this modern age the online encyclopaedia Wikipedia provides us with a 
definition: 
A professional learning community is an extended learning 
opportunity to foster collaborative learning among colleagues within a 
particular work environment or field. It is often used in schools as a 
way to organise teachers into groups.  
(Wikipedia) 
I would argue that this is somewhat broad sweeping and in describing the 
professional learning community as a model in which teachers are organised into 
groups does little to promote the collaborative nature of the PLC. It implies that 
teachers within a PLC are divided into even sized groupings similar to a traditional 
Victorian classroom! The term professional learning community differs from the 
communities of practice concept because it specifically relates to professional 
learning. The communities of practice, as discussed earlier, are communities that 
share a craft. In educational terms, the craft is teaching and the need to develop 
teaching practice. The benefits to teachers participating in learning communities are 
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described by Roberts and Pruitt (2009:18). They argue that PLCs change the 
relationships within the school and that they have a ‘significant influence on the 
daily work lives of teachers’. They suggest that when creating a PLC you need to 
‘build a collaborative culture’ (Roberts and Pruitt 2009:9). This recognises that there 
are many challenges associated with shifting a school from a traditional model to a 
professional learning community. A healthy school culture, they argue, is one in 
which there are shared values, planned opportunities for collaboration and 
continuous learning. However, I propose, that changing cultures and establishing a 
learning community in itself may not be enough. Put simply, sustaining a 
professional learning community is the real challenge.  
As educators engaged in school reform have found, it is easier to make 
changes than it is to maintain them. It is not enough to establish a 
professional learning community; measures have to be put into place 
to ensure that the community sustains itself.  
(Roberts and Pruitt 2009:215) 
The characteristics of a professional learning community are described by Stoll et al 
(2006a) in a ‘think-piece’ funded by NCSL, DfES and GTC.  They list eight 
characteristics of a professional leaning community: 
1 Shared values and vision 
2 Collective responsibility for pupils’ learning 
3 Reflective professional enquiry 
4 Collaboration focussed on learning 
5 Group as well as individual professional learning 
6 Openness, networks and partnerships 
7 Inclusive membership 
8 Mutual trust, respect and support 
Stoll et al (2006a:4)  
For each of the eight characteristics, Stoll et al elaborate by providing clarification 
and examples. For Number four, ‘Collaboration focussed on learning’, they say that 
‘there are many examples for collaboration in activities focussed on pupil learning 
and mutual professional learning that occur an all types of school’ (Stoll et al 
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2006a:5). In a review of the literature on professional learning communities, Stoll et 
al (2006b) describe professional learning communities as sharing five key 
characteristics, which they state also appear to be intertwined: 
• Shared Values and vision 
• Collective responsibility 
• Reflective professional inquiry 
• Collaboration 
• Group, as well as individual, learning is well promoted 
(Stoll et al 2006b:226)  
In their synopsis of this, the collaboration element of their characteristics, they 
argue that the goal of improving the practice of teaching would be unachievable 
without collaboration ‘linking collaborative activity and achievement of shared 
practice’ (Stoll et al 2006b:226). Collaboration, I believe, needs to include all the 
elements listed by Stoll et al above and as a community of practitioners, these 
values need to be explicitly embedded into school cultures. I further suggest that 
collaboration should be the encompassing practice into which the other elements 
fit. The model I propose, which is a development on the list described by (Stoll et al 
2006b:226), is shown in Figure 2. 
Figure 2: Collaboration in a Professional Learning Community 
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I would argue that the individual learning included in this model (Figure 2) is still 
part of a collaborative model. This is because practitioners may embark on their 
own learning that feeds back to and impacts upon others within the community. 
Examples of this are the experiences I had undertaking my Masters degree and in 
this Doctoral study.  
DuFour (2007) suggests that schools where educators actively follow these practices 
have the ‘best hope for sustained, substantive school improvement’ (DuFour 
2007:5). In his work, he warns that this embedded culture is not achieved by 
enrolling onto a programme, renaming existing practices or taking a PLC pledge. It 
seems that building professional learning communities does not just happen, 
especially if they are to be school wide and sustained. Stoll et al (2006a:8) state that 
‘creating, developing and sustaining a professional learning community is a major 
strategic leadership and management task’. The contribution of the head and senior 
leaders was crucial, especially in achieving positive working relationships.  In 
developing PLCs, Stoll et al (2006a) suggest that, although their evidence showed 
that it was not easy to build PLCs, the research suggested that there were four 
broad processes that contributed to creating and developing PLCs: 
1. Optimising resources and structures to promote the PLC 
2. Promoting professional learning 
3. Evaluating and sustaining the professional learning community  
over time 
4. Leading and managing to promote PLC development.  
(Stoll et al 2006a:7) 
It has to be acknowledged that professional learning communities do not 
necessarily contain entirely collaborative practice. The benefits of collaborative 
working as part of a professional learning community are described by Vescio et al 
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(2008) in their research review into the PLCs. Their findings state that teacher 
collaboration has a: 
positive impact on teaching practice and morale as a result of 
participation in collaborative activities. Across the reviewed studies, 
teachers reported an increase in collaboration as they worked in 
learning communities. This type of change in teacher culture, which 
has traditionally been described as isolationist, seems likely to lead to 
fundamental shifts in the way that teachers approach their work. 
(Vescio et al2008:85) 
 
The teachers in individual schools themselves can become communities or the 
communities can be developed into a wider context through networks of schools or 
academy chains. What is evident from the list of characteristics provided by Stoll et 
al (2006a), Roberts (2006) and DuFour (2007, 2008) is that collaboration and trust 
work hand in hand and are needed for sustainability. 
The characteristics of a PLC, as described by Stoll et al (2006:a), tell us how a PLC 
should operate by having a simple tick list of what it should look like. However, the 
principles behind the PLC concept need to be explored. From my professional 
experience, there are two key principles that underpin the characteristics of PLCs: 
1. The practitioners within an organisation are committed to the enhancement 
of learning to improve standards of practice, attainment of learners and life 
chances of all those in the community.  
2. The practitioners make collective decisions on how to improve student 
attainment and share responsibility for the success or failure of the 
outcomes. This includes a willingness to share within a supportive 
professional environment. 
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In undertaking this study, the principles of the PLC approach were explored through 
the research questions and the data gathered from the study in the case academy. 
The focus of the first research question was to find how practitioners interpret 
collaboration - how educators generate a meaning for the concept of collaboration. 
An organisation with an ethos of collectively wanting to learn was investigated in 
the data gathered through the questionnaire and through interviews. The principles 
of PLCs were explored throughout the interview questions and more specifically by 
asking about the academy’s ethos towards collaboration. 
The principles presented above were used in the design of the study when 
formulating the questionnaire and interview questions. The first research question 
focussed on the first of the two PLC principles present above: are practitioners 
within the academy committed to the enhancement of learning for all? The second 
research question focussed on the motivations of practitioners to collaborate. The 
interview questions explored the responsibilities that they undertook when working 
collaboratively and the professional ethos within the academy. These principles 
were used in the analysis of data when testing the research questions. 
2.5.4 Collaboration for school improvement: 
This section of the literature review focuses on how collaborative practice is used as 
a model for school improvement. The value of collaboration as a model of staff 
development and school improvement is mentioned by Ainscow and West (2006). 
They state that collaboration can: 
Suggest that the aim must be to foster moves towards the more 
powerful, interdependent, collaborative relationships that can 
strengthen the capacity of all partner schools to deliver forms of 
education that respond effectively to student diversity.  
(Ainscow and West 2006:135) 
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Collaboration as a part of the school improvement literature is used as a means 
where staff from higher performing schools coach, provide consultancy or work in 
teams with staff from other schools to improve performance. Collaboration, as a 
tool for school improvement, can also be linked to staff development. 
Some school improvement literature research is focused on the importance of 
establishing collaborative cultures in schools and the link to school improvement. 
Hopkins, Ainscow and West (1994:95) describe collaborative cultures as having the 
ability to ‘create rich and meaningful learning environments for teachers and 
students’. They argue that in collaborative cultures which support effective 
teaching, student achievement is enhanced. The research probes whether the 
collaborative culture can extend beyond the boundaries of the academy and create 
collaborative cultures between schools/academies. The quality of leadership as the 
central driving force in collaboration is mentioned in many works (Arnold 2006, 
Ainscow and West 2006; Stoll et al 2006a; Roberts and Pruitt 2009). Penhall and 
Graham (2008) conducted research to explore the issues and challenges faced by 
leaders working in a competitive and collaborative environment: 
A key finding of the research was that to create Collaborative 
Advantage in a complex competitive and collaborative environment, a 
leader needs to create the right ‘spirit of collaboration’. This means 
that the leader has to create an environment where positive 
relationships can flourish based on understanding and mutual trust. 
Furthermore, leaders and managers must constantly create and 
encourage opportunities to revisit the fundamental principles and 
reasons for working collaboratively and to celebrate the successes that 
have been achieved.  
(Penhall and Graham 2008:2) 
The importance of collaboration as a part of school improvement is highlighted by 
Nicolaidou (2005:74), some of which is especially relevant to schools in special 
measures. She argues that ‘collaborative cultures are seen as most compatible with 
70 
 
development and improvement efforts but in many schools in special measures 
collaborative mechanisms are hardly in place’. This is perhaps a consequence of the 
demands that are placed on teacher’s time and efforts as part of the special 
measures status and by the current educational policies and agendas. It could also 
be argued that the model of external scrutiny may well be flawed (Ball 2006). 
However, Nicolaidou (2005) argues that the biggest barrier to collaborative practice 
for school improvement is not a technological one but one of organisational 
structures and culture, which ‘has implications for the role of the Headteacher as 
the school leader’ (Nicolaidou 2005:74). A teacher’s isolation from the teaching 
profession as a whole, as well as classroom autonomy, has a negative impact on 
collaboration as part of school improvement (Nicolaidou 2005, Ainscow et al 2005). 
Howes and Ainscow (2006:104) discuss why policymakers are looking to 
collaboration for school improvement, arguing that autonomy has not delivered a 
‘significant improvement’ for learners from disadvantaged backgrounds:  
In accepting this fact, some government and other policymakers have 
been looking to collaboration within networks of schools as a way of 
embedding school improvement more deeply.  
(Howes and Ainscow 2006:104) 
Collins (2001) wrote about using technology as a school improvement tool. He 
proposes using the right technology to develop the ‘one big thing’, which he 
suggests should be the focus of the organisation. He calls this the hedgehog 
concept. Since the writing of this book, social networking has transformed the way 
in which students communicate; technology is increasingly powerful with access to 
the ever growing expanse of data becoming cheaper and faster. Video conferencing 
is more stable and the ability to share increasingly large documents with ease. The 
concept of needing to use technology as an accelerator within an organisation that 
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Collins writes about is valid in terms of school improvement. Technology, I feel, has 
merit as a tool for communicating and in developing schools as learning 
organisations. 
The model proposed by Collins (2001) was used by the case academy as a 
framework for their school development plan in 2008-9. This is discussed in section 
4.2.5. To put this model into context, it was published at a time when the new 
Specialist Diplomas were introduced by the New Labour government in the 14-19 
Education and Skills White Paper (DfES 2005a). The policy recognised that schools 
and colleges would need to work together to implement the reforms to share the 
workload and the expertise. It was published by the SSAT, a QUANGO that awarded 
specialist status to schools, thus developing networks as part of that status. 
However, a reduction to the Local Authority’s control of schools and the expansion 
of the Academies programme as part of the Importance of Teaching White Paper 
(DfE 2010), has formed new networks of schools in academy chains and multi-
academy trusts. These are building new communities of their own to meet their 
own needs rather than have structures imposed on them.  
Hargreaves (2006) discusses the model for personalising learning that was 
published by the SSAT. This introduced the four ‘deeps’ framework which are: Deep 
Learning; Deep Experience; Deep Support and Deep Leadership based on the ‘Nine 
Gateways to Personalised Learning’ model (Hargreaves 2006). The literature 
produced as part of this collaboration between Hargreaves, the SSAT and school 
leaders, starting in 2004, strongly supports collaboration between schools. The 
Deep Experience personalised learning is secured by restructuring schools so that 
learners are engaged in their learning experiences. Hargreaves states: 
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Today the single school may not be enough to meet the whole range 
of student’s learning needs. So several schools - as federations, 
collaborative, clusters and networks – should work together to pool 
their human and material resources to maximise the degree to which 
they personalise learning.’  
Deep support demands that schools and teachers should collaborate 
with other institutions, agencies and people to secure deep learning 
for students. 
(Hargreaves 2006:9) 
 
The model calls for schools to work together, recognising that schools cannot 
provide personalised learning pathways for all students with their own limited 
resources. This model is included in the school improvement section of this 
literature review as its approach is about personalising learning through having a 
system redesign in order to create a ‘new shape for schooling’ (Hargreaves 2006:4). 
In 2007, Shearer, Vacher and Hargreaves published the third in a series of SSAT 
publications on personalising learning entitled ‘System Redesign’. As part of 
curriculum design (Deep no. 3), they discuss the characteristics of 21st century 
schooling as ‘sketching the direction of travel for the redesign of the education 
system’ (Shearer et al 2007:35). As part of the list of defaults, Shearer et al identify 
how schools collaborate with other schools and how teachers have the flexibility to 
make changes to the curriculum by working in teams. This is presented below in 
Table 5. 
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I would propose that the vision of school collaboration in 21st century shown in 
Table 5 is still a long way from being a reality. The research explored whether the 
case academy has adapted to these defaults. Towards the end of the first decade of 
the 21st century, with the Diploma consortia established, these defaults were 
developing into reality. However, policy changes in the organisational structures of 
schools and the demise of the Local Authority has led, I believe, to schools 
becoming firmly embedded back into 20th century defaults. The ideology of this 
vision now seems to be a long way from reality. The structure of collaboration 
within the case academy was explored by addressing the first research question: 
How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
In their evaluation of collaborative approaches to 14-19 provision, Higham and 
Yeomans (2005) wrote about school autonomy and their willingness to actively 
engage in collaboration with other schools: 
More generally, individual institutions enjoy high levels of autonomy 
and despite all the drivers towards collaboration identified above, it 
was still open to individual schools and colleges to resist or selectively 
engage with collaborative arrangements.  
(Higham and Yeomans 2005:24) 
Table 5:   From 20th Century defaults to 21st Century defaults model. 
Shearer, Vacher and Hargreaves (2007:36) 
Reproduced with permission from SSAT 
From 20th century defaults to 21st century defaults 
Centrally planned curriculum structure 
negotiated between senior and middle 
leadership and in place for the 
academic year 
Teams of staff operating within an 
overall structure for the school and 
cluster, with the flexibility to make 
changes where necessary 
Curriculum planned and managed 
within a single school, with occasional 
external collaboration set up on a case-
by-case basis for certain groups of 
learners 
Collaboration with other institutions 
becomes the norm and is firmly 
embedded in planning and quality 
management systems 
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This, Higham and Yeomans suggest, occurred more in larger schools and also in 
schools which were perceived to be successful. The incentives to collaborate were 
limited. Arnold agrees and asks ‘what are the incentives for head teachers to offer 
one another help and support?’ (Arnold 2006:7). This then raises the question of 
why autonomous academies should devote time and resources to collaborate with 
other institutions when they are already perceived as being successful? Current 
funding models for academy chains encourage successful schools to manage and 
work with schools deemed by OfSTED as requiring special measures. The incentives 
for converter academies to collaborate and share good practice in order to support 
other schools could be seen as limited to the selling of the expertise through a 
traded service. 
2.5.5 Critiques of models of collaboration: 
Hargreaves (1994) gives examples of collaboration’s controlling nature which leads 
to contrived collegiality which then links to the consultancy model of collaboration 
as described by Fishbaugh (1997). He describes the changing nature of Special 
Educational Needs (SEN) provision in the United States, one which led to 
mainstream schools providing support for students supported by SEN professionals 
on a consultancy basis. The coaching was fixed in time, nature and not always 
perceived to be targeted to the needs of the teachers involved. This example of the 
coaching model led to contrived collegiality. The other model that Hargreaves 
describes links to Fishbaugh’s coaching model of collaboration, whereby teachers 
learn from one another, usually in pairs, (Hargreaves 1994:204) to develop 
classroom practice. He suggests the success of this second model can only be 
achieved if the participants have broadly compatible educational beliefs and similar 
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approaches to their teaching. ‘If this does not happen then the contrived collegiality 
in the form of compulsory teaming or coaching is unlikely to be successful.’ 
There is a large section of literature on coaching and mentoring, some based on 
industry models and others linked to social services. In education, the coaching and 
mentoring literature is predominantly related to university and trainee links as well 
as supporting Newly Qualified Teachers. However, the GROW framework for 
coaching was used by the case academy; it was mentioned by some interviewees 
and collaborative practice questionnaire respondents (Chapter 4). The model was 
embedded in the case academy development plan – also discussed in the analysis of 
documents (Section 4.2.5). A note of caution, that coaching is not for everyone, is 
provided by Wilson and Gislason (2010): 
Coaching is not a cookie cutter approach, and it is not for everyone. In 
other words, one size does not fit all when it comes to coaching. 
Coaching is very much about getting to know the individual that is in 
front of you....The person you coach needs to be fairly open to 
learning and growth. If that’s not the case, then this could be an uphill 
battle.  
(Wilson and Gislason 2010:16) 
Hughes et al (2007:173) highlight the ‘social divisions and power inequalities’ that 
can occur within the communities of practice model which can raise tensions 
relating to the competition and collaboration paradox discussed earlier. The 
conflicts and struggles that can arise, they argue, are through the setting and 
monitoring of the community’s limitations and the regulation of new members to 
the group. Relationships between existing and new members, they propose, may 
cause problems of respect for knowledge. Wenger (1998) remarks that 
communities of practice themselves may be resistant to change and that this may 
reduce their capacity for innovation. Roberts (2006) suggests that the communities 
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of practice that are proposed by Wenger (1998) cannot be formed as their very 
nature makes them neither stable nor static entities. This is because they develop 
and evolve as new members leave and join.  
DuFour and DuFour (2012:29) argue that PLCs need to be structured as teams and 
assumes that simply creating teams ensures ‘that every team will be able to work 
positively and productively’. I put forward that this assumption covers all models of 
collaboration. The nature, personalities and hidden agendas of the individuals 
involved in those teams, will impact on their overall effectiveness. Fullan and 
Hargreaves (1992) suggest that a collaborative culture is not formed through 
organisational structures, projects or bureaucratic meetings but through staff 
relationships, attitudes and behaviours that happen as embedded practice.  
The various models of collaboration discussed in this literature review have been 
applied to a range of contexts and it is clear that no one model, it would seem, 
fulfils the needs of every organisation. As Fullan and Hargreaves (1992) point out: 
The most common state for the teacher is not a collegial one. It is a 
state of professional isolation; of working alone, aside from one’s 
colleagues.  
(Fullan and Hargreaves 1992:52) 
Reluctantly, I agree with their viewpoint. Teachers’ work is mainly done in 
classrooms, away from contact with other adults. Whichever models of 
collaboration are chosen or policy drivers introduced, the hard fact is that teachers 
do spend the time in their classrooms isolated from other practitioners. Throughout 
my teaching career, from my experience, this aspect of the job has not changed. 
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2.6 Summary: 
This chapter was used to look at the developments of collaborative practice policy 
and how that policy is interpreted by education practitioners. It is clear that there 
have been a number of policies to drive collaboration and introduce models of 
collaborative working. However, the term ‘policy amnesia’ proposed by Higham and 
Yeomans (2007) suggests that policy makers need to learn from the failed attempts 
to address policy issues in the past. The range of incremental policies suggests that 
there is still scope for development in terms of policies for collaboration.  
The reasons behind collaborative practice have been explored, but foremost, the 
drivers are for developing teacher learning to promote school improvement. 
Several frameworks have been explored, some derived from government policy into 
school practice, mostly painting a positive picture of collaboration. Long established 
models of Communities of Practice and Professional Learning Communities describe 
ways in which teachers and other professionals work together as well as the use of 
new ways of working, using technology to adapt to the changing world.  
Chapter three is used to explore the literature on the methodologies and methods 
used in the study. 
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3 Research Design 
 
3.1 Introduction: 
This chapter details the methodological design of the study framing the research 
design, as well as the data collection and analysis methods used. 
3.2 Methodological framework  
This section provides the methodological framework by which the study was 
conducted. It details the epistemological basis for the study and gives details of the 
way in which the study was conducted, critically analysing alternative 
methodologies. The study’s aims were to better understand how practitioners 
within a converter academy interpret collaborative practice and what drives them 
to collaborate.  
The research questions were developed in order to explore the issues that arose 
out of the literature in addition to exploring the assumptions and theories of 
collaboration in a converter academy context. The methodological approach of this 
study needed to address the research paradigm by using methods to provide data. 
Research questions addressed in this study:  
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
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3.2.1 Methodological approach: 
This study follows an interpretative approach to explore the construction of 
collaboration, to find how policies on collaboration and autonomy are managed and 
how they are linked to school practice. Stake (1995), an American researcher, has 
written extensively on the subject of case study research falling towards the 
interpretative paradigm, drawing on the holistic, naturalistic, ethnographic, 
phenomenological and biographic research methods. He argues (Stake 1995:9) that 
‘interpretation is a major part of all research, both qualitative and quantitative but 
the function of qualitative researchers during data gathering, is to maintain 
vigorous interpretation’. He describes how qualitative research is distinguished by 
its holistic treatment of phenomena.  
Following an interpretative approach to this study, based on the typology presented 
by Stake, it needed to employ methods that looked holistically at the topic and 
interpret the findings, ensuring the interpretation of the results follow a methodical 
and justifiable system of data gathering. The research questions sought to find how 
collaboration was interpreted by practitioners in a converter academy. It is noted 
that the interpretative approach to this research, by its very nature, is a personal 
record of a version of reality, there is potential for researcher bias to influence the 
data and for the study, therefore to lack validity. (See Section 3.4).  
The design of the study and the methods used needed to be robust to ensure 
validity for both the interpretation of data and outcomes. As Delamont (2002:7) 
puts it, ‘your job is to find out how the people you are researching understand their 
world’. This interpretative approach was used as it is a multi-method that uses a 
wide range of data gathering strategies. This provided detailed information from a 
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small sample, as opposed to a quantitative approach which measures responses to 
limited sets of questions. The qualitative approach enabled flexibility to develop the 
study within a given framework, providing an in-depth focus on the specific 
research questions. The central principles of interpretative approach are the way in 
which the participants of the research construct their versions of reality and their 
understanding of policy. The range of methods and a flexibility to change methods 
was needed in order to find meanings behind the observations as part of the 
empirical research. The empirical nature of the study required the researcher to 
ensure that alternative perspectives were explicit; the nature of the research 
questions ensured that the data was gained from various viewpoints.  
3.2.2 The concept of action research: 
As an insider-researcher, there were opportunities for this study to follow an action 
research approach to resolve the ‘theory-practice problem’ (Elliot 1991:45) or to 
bring together the acting and researching (Punch 2009). This means, in my 
understanding, testing theories by adapting and changing practice and recording 
the results. Punch (2009:136) describes the action research aims as to ‘design 
inquiry and build knowledge for use in the service of action to solve practical 
problems’. Wellington (2000) describes action research as a method of practitioner 
research that involves a teacher changing internal practice or systems in order to 
bring about an awareness or school improvement. As Elliot (1991:49) also reminds 
us, the ‘fundamental aim of action research is to improve practice rather than 
produce knowledge’. 
81 
 
If the literature that highlights all the benefits of collaboration is to be believed 
(Rhodes 2004; Wilson and Gislason 2010; Smyth 1991; Roberts and Pruitt 2009; 
Ertesvag 2014; Little 2002; Fullan 2007; Anderson 2002; Cordingley et al 2005; 
Hargreaves and Hopkins 2012; Opfer and Pedder 2011 Hargreaves 1997), with the 
calls for more collaboration between teachers and schools to improve practice, it 
would seem there is a good case for an action research study as an insider-
researcher. As Elliot (1991:52) states: ‘action research improves practice by 
developing the practitioner’s capacity for discrimination and judgement in 
particular, complex, human situations’. The research questions led to a study 
investigating changes and developments in collaborative practice; the research 
questions sought to explore how practitioners interpreted collaboration, addressing 
Figure 3: The action research spiral. Reproduced with permission from 
Wellington J (2000:22) Educational Research: Contemporary Issues and Practical 
Approaches, Bloomsbury Academic, an imprint of Bloomsbury Publishing PLC. 
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the issues of sustainability and how policy drives practice. An action research study 
could be used to explore how collaborative practice is developed and shaped by 
practitioners in a converter academy. The GROW programme (DfES2005c), 
discussed in the literature review, provides opportunities to develop collaborative 
coaching systems. This could be achieved by embedding a coaching programme into 
the academy’s Teachmeet programme (discussed later), establishing teams of 
practitioners to conduct peer observations of agreed aspects of practice. The 
intended outcomes would be an improvement in understanding of professional 
practice. The process for conducting an action research project is described by 
Wellington (2000) in the action research spiral shown in Figure 3. This, he states, is 
his own attempt to show the procedures used in action research and simplify that 
process. The diagram represents the cyclical nature of action research, which I 
suggest, seems to replicate that of the policies which are used to enforce 
collaborative practice but with greater emphasis on reflection and applying the 
concepts of policy amnesia (Higham and Yeomans 2007). 
The aims of such an action research study would be to improve the practice of 
practitioners through developing a coaching programme. The benefits to 
conducting an action research study are that it supports professional learning (Elliot 
1991) and that it provides the mechanisms in which to investigate theories relating 
to the benefits and models of collaborative practice as outlined in the literature 
review. The study would add to the knowledge regarding the benefits of 
collaboration by providing research evidence on how change in practice can 
improve, or not improve, outcomes for learners. Being an insider-researcher 
provided opportunities to develop structures, because of an intimate knowledge of 
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the structures and practitioners that exist within the organisation. The position 
would also facilitate observations taking place as well as access to documentation 
and policies. Methods of data collection could include questionnaires and 
interviews, which are discussed later, as well as observations. 
The action research methodological approach would not provide opportunities to 
examine the ways in which collaboration is occurring in a converter academy, which 
is after all, the intention of the research. It would not be able to provide data on the 
nature of the collaboration that exists in the academy and whether those models 
address the requirements of policy.  
3.2.3 The concept of ethnography: 
An ethnographic study is a ‘description and interpretation of a cultural or social 
group or system’ (Creswell 1998:58). Ethnographic study usually involves a 
prolonged participant observation in which the researcher is immersed within the 
day-to-day operations of the study participant or where the researcher undertakes 
individual interviews with the people being studied (Creswell 1998). O’Leary 
(2010:115) describes ethnography as exploring how cultural understanding is 
shaped and how ‘group members make sense of their experiences’.  
Some advantages and disadvantages of ethnography are described by David and 
Sutton (2011):  
Advantages: 
 Offers a powerful means of data collection and theory building 
 Opportunities that are not available to outsiders. 
 Conducting fieldwork based on the work of real people 
 Offers the researcher greater scope for exploration 
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Disadvantages: 
 Not all aspects of life are open to routine observation. 
 There is an assumption that continued exposure provides actions 
that are normal behaviours 
 The Methodology may lack control, reliability and transparency 
 The Methodology has issues of generalisability and comparisons to 
other studies.  
(Compiled from David and Sutton 2011:150) 
An ethnographic longitudinal study could look at the changing nature of 
collaborative practice and the impact of policy through the introduction of 
converter academy status. This would aim to find out if the models of collaborative 
practice in an academy have changed or not. The study would provide knowledge of 
the changes in collaborative practice and the impact of the policies, based on 
evidence over an extended period of time. However, timescales in which to 
complete the study have caused concerns over its viability. To be able to address 
the impact of policy changes over an extended period of time, the process (from my 
professional experience) also needs these extended periods of time, for that impact 
to be evidenced. As such, the ethnographic approach was not used in this study. 
3.2.4 The concept of grounded theory: 
Grounded theory looks to prove or disprove theoretical ideas. David and Sutton 
(2011:191) describe the methodology as ‘an attempt to rebalance social research in 
the direction of empirical induction’. They further describe grounded theory as ‘the 
principle of discovery’ (David and Sutton 2011:192) although they suggest that it is 
not always about testing theories. Punch (2009:129) describes grounded theory as 
being both specific and different from other research methodologies, but ‘at the 
same time it cuts across other designs.’ 
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Grounded theory is a strategy ‘grounded’ in gaining data (Punch 2009, David and 
Sutton 2011, Creswell 1988). Methods used in the strategy are short interviews, 
observations and (not so typically) document analysis (Creswell 1998). Some 
attractive features and problems of the grounded theory are described by Robson 
(2011:147): 
Attractive features:  
 Provides explicit procedures for generating theory in research 
 Presents a strategy for doing research which, while flexible, is 
systematic and co-ordinated 
 Provides explicit procedures for analysis of qualitative data 
 Particularly useful in applied areas of research, and novel ones, 
where the theoretical approach to be selected is not clear or non-
existent 
 Wide range of exemplars of its use in many applied and 
professional settings now available.  
Problems:  
 It is not possible to start a research study without some pre-
existing theoretical ideas and assumptions 
 There are tensions between the evolving and inductive style of a 
flexible study and the systematic approach of grounded theory  
 It may be difficult in practice to decide when categories are 
‘saturated’ or when the theory is sufficiently developed 
 Grounded theory has particular types of prescribed categories as 
components of the theory which may not appear appropriate for a 
particular study.  
(Robson 2011:147) 
The research questions explore practitioners’ interpretations of the policies and 
drivers that foster collaborative practice. These questions could be adapted to 
follow a grounded theory methodological study approach. Although the original 
concept for this study was based on my personal theory of collaborative practice 
changing over the past decade, it soon became apparent that the study was 
focussed on examining practice rather that testing theories. The new knowledge 
from this study is derived from the exploration of practitioner perceptions within a 
given situation.  
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3.2.5 The concept of case study: 
Gillham (2000:2) also takes an interpretative view of case study and argues that ‘the 
naturalistic style of case study research makes it particularly appropriate to study 
human phenomena, and what it means to be a human in the real world, as it 
happens’. This study fits into this paradigm as it explored the phenomena in the 
given case and practitioners’ interpretations of the push / pull influences associated 
with collaborative practice.  Yin (2003:xiii), by contrast, introduced case studies as 
‘experiments with an exploratory motive’, making his writing a positivist or scientific 
paradigm, with his understanding that the ‘case study approach has for a long time 
been stereotyped as a weak sibling among social science methods’, a view that he 
challenges. In his writing, he described methods and analysis tools that sought to 
demonstrate that a case study should be taken seriously as a method of social 
science research. After all, he states ‘if the case study method has serious 
weaknesses, why do investigators continue to use it?’ (Yin 2003:xiii)  The strengths 
and weaknesses of the case study methodology are described later in this chapter 
(Section 3.2.6).  
As Wellington (2000:90) points out, there is ‘a large amount that has been written 
on the use of case study within the huge body of literature on qualitative research’. 
In searching for a definition of the methodology, Bogdan and Biklen (2003:54) offer 
a definition of case study as ‘a detailed examination of one setting, or a single 
subject, a single depository of documents or one particular event’. Another theory 
is provided by Johnson (1994:20), who states that ‘case study is a research 
approach’, with several research tools that may be used to gather data. From this, 
case study can be viewed as one approach to an in-depth study of a given situation.  
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Neuman (2011:42) describes the purpose of case study research as that it 
‘intensively investigates one or a small number of cases, focusing on many details 
within the case and context’. He explains that case studies examine details of each 
case and the surrounding situation. This is a useful definition in the context of this 
study because it looks at one situation and seeks to understand the details of why 
the collaborative practice is happening as well as exploring the surrounding 
situation by finding the perceptions of teachers involved in this collaborative 
practice. This allows for the study to be narrowed and focus on one point of 
practice within the school. Neuman (2011:42) further supports the notion of case 
study methodology in that ‘it helps with constructing new theories, developing or 
extending concepts, and exploring the boundaries among related concepts’. In 
selecting case study as a methodology, I wanted to discover if the perceptions I held 
about collaboration were supported by practitioners and different levels within this 
case academy.  
Stake (2000: 453) describes case study as ‘one of the most common ways to do 
qualitative inquiry, but they are neither new nor essentially qualitative’. The 
reference to case study being a common approach is not a reason to choose a 
methodological approach but it does provide literature on the various approaches 
that could be followed and their merits. Neuman (2011:42) also states that ‘most 
case study research is qualitative, but it doesn’t have to be’. This seems to differ 
from Stakes view of ‘essentially qualitative research’ as it implies that a case study 
can be quantitative. Yin (2003:1) states that ‘as a research strategy the case study is 
used in many situations to contribute to our knowledge of individual, group, 
organisational, social, political and related phenomena’. Wellington (2000:90) 
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stresses that case studies are ‘an examination of one setting or one single subject’. 
The fact that each could be their own case study (in addition to the boundaries and 
scope of any case study needing to be explicit so they are achievable) can be 
considered as both a strength and weakness of the methodology. Stake (1995) 
points out that not everything can be considered a ‘case’ for case study research so 
an important starting point would be to identify the case that this study is based 
upon. He goes on to state that a case has boundaries and other features outside.  
The strengths and weaknesses of the case study approach have been outlined by 
many authors (Yin 2003; Stake 1995; Kvale and Brinkmann 2009; Bassey 1999) who 
highlight issues in academic literature concerning case study research as lacking in 
rigour and being stereotyped as an inadequate research methodology. The criticism 
appears to originate from problems of generalising from a single case; they are 
subjective so ‘validity would be wanting’ and ‘they are better suited to pilot studies’ 
(Flyvbjerg 2006:220). However, all of these authors are keen to counter the 
arguments in support of the case study as a valid methodology for educational 
research. Wellington (2000) points out that ‘the problem of generalisability will of 
course depend on the nature of the case study itself and the choice of units’. 
Flyvbjerg (2006:221) lists his second misunderstanding as ‘one cannot generalise on 
the basis of an individual case, therefore the study cannot contribute to scientific 
development’. He elaborates on this assumption by saying that although 
‘knowledge cannot be formally generalised [it] does not mean that it cannot enter 
the collective process of knowledge accumulation in a given field or society’ 
(Flyvjerg 2006:228). For this study, it means that the knowledge gained in the 
analysis of the case contributes to our understanding of collaborative working. 
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Stenhouse (1998) describes case study methods as an approach to research which 
leads to the production of a report or presentation. He uses the term ‘fieldwork’ to 
describe the collection of on-site data which leads to an impression that case study 
data collection is a process that a researcher undertakes: 
Case study methods involve the collection and recording of data about 
a case or cases and the preparation of a report or a presentation of a 
case. The collection of data on site is termed ‘Fieldwork’.  
(Stenhouse 1988:49) 
Stake (1995:3) writes that it is the case ‘we are interested in, not because by 
studying it we learn about other cases or about some general problem, but because 
we need to learn about that particular case’. He describes this work as an intrinsic 
case study’. The case used in this study is not intended to be representative of other 
converter academies. It is not typical, similar or dissimilar to other cases and 
therefore the data is not intended to be transferable. The case was chosen as it is 
important to learn about the forms of collaboration that exist within one particular 
converter academy and to understand how policies promoting both competition 
and collaboration are interpreted by practitioners in order to guide future best 
practice. 
The choice of case for this research was significant because it is not part of a Multi 
Academy Trust. It is significant because it is not representative of other institutions 
as it is an autonomous converter academy. The data gathered may be different if 
obtained from other schools; this study did not seek to explore what is happening 
elsewhere but aimed to find out what happens in the case situation.  
The move towards schools in England forming or joining multi-academy chains is 
evolving; schools deemed to be ‘inadequate’ by OfSTED are being converted into 
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academies that are part of existing academy chains if their grading does not 
improve. It is the autonomy permitted to a converter academy that makes the case 
academy of interest for this study. 
3.2.6 Reasons for choosing case study: 
Goodson and Sikes (2001:20) posit that the basis for using a research strategy is 
that it is the most appropriate method and that it is ‘feasible in terms of time, cost, 
and resources and within various parameters of particular research contexts’. The 
methodology chosen to conduct research should be based on what you seek to find 
out and work within the constraints of the research project as a whole. The 
research questions seek to find how practitioners interpret collaborative practice 
within a converter academy, examining the drivers, policies and attitudes towards 
collaboration. The study is based on a singular phenomenon, a given situation and 
context which is then to be explored in detail.  
Gomm et al (2000:2) point out that a ‘case study is a specific form of enquiry which 
contrasts with two other influential forms of social research: the experiment and 
the social survey’. The research questions did not seek to change practice but to 
understand practice that exists at a particular time and in a particular context. It 
also sought to collect views on the strengths and weaknesses of collaborative 
practice rather than use a life history approach of practitioners telling a story of 
their experiences and perceptions of the social contexts. The intrinsic case study 
approach provided a practitioner voice of intended collaboration, exposing whether 
policy guarantees implementation in the ways expected. 
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This study is derived from my professional experience as a practitioner involved in 
collaboration as part of the ill-fated Specialist Diploma which was introduced as part 
of the 2005 reforms (DfES 2005a, 2005b). The initial starting point for the research 
was linked to the collaborative practice between schools, particularly the issues 
associated with the delivery of the Diploma. Initial data gathered was linked to the 
mechanisms and issues that occurred through the implementation of collaborative 
policy. At the start of the data collection process, initial data was gathered through 
semi-structured interviews with senior leaders. Due to the change of government in 
2010, as well as the questions raised in the initial interviews, the research focus 
changed to include policy analysis so that the drivers behind the collaborative 
practice within the academy could be analysed. The literature on policy analysis is 
reviewed later in this chapter. Although my professional experiences were 
beneficial on a number of levels as that paradigm had changed, I wanted to discover 
how practitioners within the academy interpreted collaboration and policy in the 
context of the current political agenda.  
3.2.7 Defining the case in case study: 
Section 3.2.5 describes the concept of case study and presents viewpoints that 
define the term from key authors (Stake1995; Gillham2000; Yin 2003; Wellington 
2000 and Neuman 2011). Bogdan and Biklen (2003) describe case study as a 
detailed investigation of a singular event and in defining the term used in this study, 
the research questions led to the understanding of collaboration by practitioners 
within one converter academy. The single event that was examined in this study 
focussed on a moment in time and was an investigation of practitioner’s 
interpretations of a specific element of practice. 
92 
 
The case being studied is of practitioner collaboration within one converter 
academy. It is an analysis of the collaboration that exists between practitioners in 
and outside of the case academy. The case study involved both teaching and non-
teaching staff, excluding cleaning, catering and site management staff. I consider 
the study to be an ‘intrinsic case study’ (Stake 2000) because it was undertaken to 
explore and understand the practice happening in this particular situation because 
the instance itself is of interest. The case study is set within one converter academy 
as the situation being examined has sufficient scope and interest to justify a single 
case study. As Section 3.3 shows, the academy used in this case had ample 
practitioners willing to participate in the study to provide data that had sufficient 
breadth to be analysed. Issues relating to generalisability are covered in Section 6.4. 
The case includes practitioner collaborative practice but does not extend to those 
who are not undertaking collaborative practice or the reasons for them not doing 
so. 
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3.3 Methods: 
This section details the methods used to collect data for the study following an 
intrinsic case study approach outlined in Section 3.2. The methods are identified 
and contextualised with the literature. The processes used in conducting the study, 
the presentation of data and analysis are included in Chapter 4. 
The study gathered data from three methods using four data sources. The analysis 
of the key policy texts explored the policy of collaboration and the conflicts with 
competition, from the 1988 ERA to present day, using the context of a policy cycle. 
To fully understand the nature of this policy, in addition to the documentary 
analysis, two questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were used to form the 
case study and provide primary data.  
3.3.1 Data gathering:  
Bassey (1999:81) states that ‘there are three main methods for collecting research 
data: asking questions (and listening intently to the answers), observing events (and 
noting carefully what happens) and reading documents’. For this study three 
methods were used to collect data from four sources comprising of: 1: policy and 
document analysis (government policy documents, academy policies and 
improvement plans); 2: a learning visits day questionnaire to evaluate a 
collaborative practice activity; 3: a collaborative practice questionnaire, open to 
practitioners within the case academy and 4: semi-structured interviews with 
practitioners from the case academy. The study does not include data from 
observed events or collaborative practice as I felt this would not address the 
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research questions. The forms of data, reasons for collection and how the methods 
used address the requirements of the research questions are indicated in Table 6. 
Table 6: Forms of gathered data. 
Methods used: 
1: Policy and document analysis 
2: Questionnaires – generating two data sources, the learning visits day 
questionnaire and the collaborative practice questionnaire 
3: Semi-structured interviews 
What Data Sources: Why: 
1. Policy and 
documentation analysis  
To examine national and local policies, school policies 
and drivers 
Contextualise policies and practices of collaboration  
Address the second and third research questions  
2. Learning visits day 
questionnaire 
 
To evaluate collaborative practice  
To understand its objectives and benefits of collaboration 
to practitioners 
Address the first two research questions 
3. Collaborative 
practice questionnaire 
 
To gain an overview of collaborative practice within the 
academy 
To understand practitioners views on the benefits and 
challenges of collaborative practice in a wider context 
Address all research questions 
4. Interviews Semi-structured to understand individual perceptions  
To understand practitioners views on the benefits of 
collaborative practice  
To gain a strategic view of the implementation of policy 
To gain practitioners’ views on the motivations, benefits 
and challenges associated with collaborative practice 
Address all research questions 
Who was involved: 
Learning visits day 
questionnaire 
Practitioners participating in the learning visits day 1st 
February 2012 
Collaborative practice 
questionnaire 
All practitioners within the case academy as outlined in 
Table 8 
Interviews  4 Senior leader interviews 
4 Central Leaders interviews 
3 Subject Leader interviews 
4 teachers interviews 
Where did the study take place: 
One converter academy 
Local and national documents 
To search the impact of policies to promote 
collaboration in a converter academy and 
evaluate the models of collaborative practice 
within the case situation 
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3.3.2 Policy and document analysis: 
Hodgson and Spours (2006b) ask the question of what can be counted a policy text: 
In the past, what counted as ‘educational policy text’ was a relatively 
simple question to answer –White Papers, Acts of Parliament and 
influential reports by Government commissions. These still exist in the 
policy process but they have been joined by the veritable flood of 
different types of policy documents both from central government and 
its agencies.  
(Hodgson and Spours 2006b:682) 
This thesis looks at documents from the 1988 ERA (DfE 1988) onwards, to put 
collaborative policy into context. The publication of incremental policy texts relating 
to the 14-19 phase and collaboration was greatest during 2002-2010. However, the 
change of educational thinking in England since the 2010 election has relegated 
most of these policies to the government archives. Therefore, detailed analysis was 
conducted on policies that were current and relevant to the practitioners taking 
part in the study.  
During the New Labour government’s tenure from 1997-2010, there was an 
expansion of powerful unelected quasi-autonomous non-governmental 
organisations (QUANGOs) which regulated, funded and organised education 
(Hodgson and Spours 2006b). Policy documents which come from a focus related to 
different government departments provided legislation for education e.g. the Leitch 
Review of Skills (Leitch 2006). This proposed structure for training providers post 16 
was to develop skills for young people but with a focus on developing the economy 
from an HM Treasury funded perspective.  
Another development in policy text was a range of documents that outlined 
government thinking from the introduction of the New Labour Government in 1997. 
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These were regularly forwarded by the secretary of state for education. In the case 
of the 14-19 Education and Skills White Paper (DfES 2005a), this was followed by a 
document – 14-19 Education and Skills Implementation Plan (DfES 2005b). 
Forwarded by Ruth Kelly, this was published jointly by the government and the 
QUANGOs: Learning and Skills Council (LSC), Qualifications and Curriculum 
Authority (QCA) and Skills for Business. The implementation plan details how the 
reforms to qualifications and curriculum should be put into practice. This indicates 
that education policy text is not always generated by the Department for Education. 
Financial drivers may dictate policies. Other policy texts used in this study include 
Government reports (DfES 2005a, 2005b; DfE 2014a; 2014b) the Teachers’ 
Standards (TDA 2007; DfE 2012; DfE 2013) and The Importance of Teaching White 
Paper (DfE 2010). 
To answer the research question ‘To what extent does policy to foster inter and 
intra school collaboration get translated into practice?’ it is important to have an 
understanding of the policies and to be able to use policy analysis tools to interpret 
the data. Policy analysis, in this study, is used as a method to gain data on the 
policies that drive collaborative practice. The policies are used to contextualise the 
study and to provide an understanding of the background for collaboration within 
the academy. Models of collaboration were also explored through policy 
documentation analysis. Historical policies for collaboration were examined; two 
examples being Pathfinder Schools and Beacon Schools. A more detailed analysis 
was conducted of policies relating to teachers’ pay and conditions in addition to the 
introduction of policy for converter academies (DfE 2010). These policies were 
selected due to the relevance to the research questions. 
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In choosing a methodological framework for policy research, Ozga (2000) rejects the 
idea of setting out a range of approaches because: 
Important choices seem to me to be about purpose and orientation in 
research, and these tend to construct –or at least indicate – the 
methodological repertoire  
(Ozga 2000:82) 
Ozga (2000:82) also goes on to argue that methodologies for policy research cannot 
be separated from the issues of ethics, values and theories ‘unless a technicist 
approach is adopted’. This is where the researcher remains outside of the social 
sphere and distant from the field of study. As collaboration in the public sector has 
been embedded within government policy, particularly as part of the Every Child 
Matters agenda, it would be difficult for a practitioner within the state education 
system to adopt this viewpoint. For analysing the policy text, both quantitative and 
qualitative methods were used. Textual analysis methods to create quantitative 
data were used to analyse and compare texts. This provided a data driven 
foundation, allowing for a direct comparison of texts. Titscher et al (2000) compare 
and contrast twelve different methods of policy analysis which, if applied to the 
totality of the identified policies, would provide a large amount of data which does 
not directly answer the research questions. Titscher et al (2000:55) describe content 
analysis as ‘the longest established method of text analysis’ although it originally 
covered quantifiable methods. The development of ‘qualitative content analysis’ 
has made it difficult to differentiate between content analysis and other text 
analysis methods. The use of content analysis assisted the critical policy analysis 
process as it created quantitative methods to analyse the text and compare this to 
the qualitative framework established by Hodgson and Spours (2006b). 
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Three quantitative methods of content analysis are identified for textual analysis of 
the identified policies. The methods were chosen as tools that provided a 
quantitative platform to compare the texts in sufficient depth and enabled there to 
be a contrast with the qualitative framework of Hodgson and Spours (2006b) which 
is discussed later. These methods were used to research the policy and critically 
examine the structure, identifying the explicit meaning of the text. The methods 
used formed an analysis of the identified policy text, looking at the language used 
and meanings gleaned. The occurrences of certain words or phrases were counted 
as a form of quantitative analysis. The results of this analysis can then be generated 
to compare the texts (Appendix B). 
Word counts, including frequency of word occurrences within the report as a whole 
and in the section analysed in detail, were represented in the form of tables that 
enabled key terms to be compared. This data is reliable as the results can be 
replicated and are valid only in terms of the data analysis. Although this may have 
given bias, it can be seen, for example, that the imbalance of the words 
‘collaboration’ and ‘collaborative’ led to conclusions about the policy texts and the 
focus that it suggests. The ‘Wordle’ method graphically represents the document in 
terms of how often a word occurs. It allowed for a comparison of the balance of 
words used in both the full policy and against the selected text. However, this was 
limited on word count; its use, therefore, was limited in providing a starting point to 
analyse text in more detail. From a personal perspective, it provided a graphical 
representation which assisted with the policy comparison. 
Wellington (2000) proposes a framework for analysing policy text or ‘interrogating 
documents. There are eight different areas for interpretation and analysis with a list 
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of questions within each area. Not all of these questions applied to every document 
of course but it does provide a useful checklist. The eight parts of the checklist are: 
1. Authorship 
2. Audience 
3. Production 
4. Presentation: Appearance: Image 
5. Intentions 
6. Style: Function: Genre 
7. Content 
8. Context; Frame of Reference 
(Wellington 2000:117) 
Other frameworks for analysis discussed by Wellington do not have as many 
questions for the analysis. Alongside his framework, he offers detailed sub-
questions to assist with the analysis.  
Figure 4: An analytical policy framework. Hodgson and Spours 2006b 684. 
Reproduced with permission from “An Analytical Framework for Policy Engagement: The 
Contested Case for 14-19 Reform in England. Journal of Education Policy 21:6. 
www.tandfonline.com  
Hodgson and Spours (2006b) argue for the development of a new framework for 
policy analysis. They contest that existing policy analysis models are inadequate. 
This is mainly due to the previous era of policy making being mainly focussed on 
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schools and not considering ‘the specifics of the 14-19 phase of education’. 
(Hodgson and Spours 2006b:684). They state that ‘most of the earlier forms of 
policy analysis have focussed primarily on compulsory education. However, the 
literature on policy analysis began to turn its attention to post-compulsory 
education and training in the 1990s’. They attempted to analyse modern policy 
relating specifically to the 14-19 phase with a new framework (Figure 4). They built 
on the work of Bowe et al (1992) by placing the concept of a policy triangle within a 
historical, political and educational state context. Each of these tools is applied to 
14-19 education and training policy (Hodgson and Spours 2006b).  
The reason for developing the analytical framework was to enable them, as 
researchers, to assess when and how to intervene in the Policy Process to bring 
about improvements in the education system. They hoped to inform the process of 
policy engagement, to highlight opportunities for researchers and others to create 
political space at different levels. I later argue that there is a need to develop this 
framework to include textual analysis, to provide data that adds another dimension 
to policy analysis.  
Political Eras: 
The term ‘political eras’ refers to the historical perspectives which place policy in 
context with the politics that have happened over the past thirty years during the 
phase characterised as neo-liberalism. Hodgson and Spours (2006b:685) use this 
timeframe as they argue that there has been a clearer line of continuity for 14-19 
educational policy since the late 1980s. This can be used to form a context for the 
analysis of policy texts which include collaboration in 14-19 education in England. 
The importance of this is to place policy into a historical and wider contextual 
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analysis for interpreting policy trends. In 2008, Hodgson and Spours suggested a 
two-dimensional historical and political framework to analyse education policy and 
practice. The framework they proposed was a periodisation of policy from the mid 
1980s through to 2007. They established four phases that could be defined as four 
political eras as part of the 2006 policy analysis framework. These are: 
 Mid 1980s – Semi-official 14-19 concept 
 Early 1990s – Professional Championship 
 1996-2001 – 16-19 under review 14-19 in abeyance 
 2001-2007 (when the work was written) – 14-19 as official government 
policy 
(Hodgson and Spours 2008:20) 
The fourth phase could be extended until 2010 and the change of government, with 
phase 5 being included as: 
 2010 – 14-19 in abeyance – reform related to qualifications  
Alongside the identification of these phases, each is conceptualised in terms of  
1. Politics and policy focus 
2. Participation and labour market 
3. Curriculum, qualifications and assessment 
4. Organisation and governance 
5. Key debates. 
However, in 2006, Hodgson and Spours (2006b) suggested that all these phases 
represented different phases of neo-liberalism and talked about a single political 
era from the late 1980s to the present.  
The Policy Process:  
The dynamic process of developing policy from inception to implementation is the 
third part of this framework. It looks at the ideologies and political intentions 
behind the stages of the Policy Process. The stakeholders involved in the Policy 
Process may have conflicting ideas because of the viewpoint presented in the policy 
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texts. Schools and other training providers need to provide value for money but the 
key measurements in raising standards are examination results.  
Political Space: 
This part of the framework examines the stakeholders’ opportunities to have a 
greater say in the qualifications and systems. The framework looks at the 
movements and shifts that can occur in the different stages of policy development 
and those who have power derived from policy. I would argue that the plethora of 
policy also hinders the political debate. Researchers may also get a sense of déjà vu, 
as Unwin (2007) points out; the policies cover ground that has been legislated in the 
past. An example of this, I would suggest, being the introduction of the reforms for 
conversion to academy status which is similar in power for schools as the 
conversion to Grant Maintained Status was in the mid-1990s (Higham and Yeomans 
2007; Hicks 2015). I would argue that even if a policy seems to cover the same 
ground, the economy, political climate and even technological developments mean 
what is happening now would make the policies different from before. Resultantly, 
comparisons should not be made.  
Following the framework developed by Hodgson and Spours (2006b) outlined 
earlier in this chapter, this section details the research design and issues related to 
methods used. The framework has helped form a basis of the policy analysis 
process, allowing for the selection and categorisation of policies. The framework 
has evolved for the purpose of analysing 14-19 policy text and was used in this 
thesis to understand the evolution of collaboration within the academy and to 
investigate the issues within policy. The design of the research looked at the policy 
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cycle and relationship between the policies and practitioners who were legislated to 
put the policy into practice. 
The collection and analysis of documents was undertaken at the start of and during 
the course of the study to provide an information base to shape questions for both 
semi-structured interviews and questionnaires. This was intended to provide an 
insight into the reasons for and the forms of collaboration occurring in the case 
academy. This then formed a foundation to start the mapping of the processes 
involved. Bassey (1999:83) states that data collection ‘means transferring significant 
quotations from documents to the research computer, ensuring they are properly 
labelled as a source and treating each as a data item’. He warns that this needs to 
be done from the onset. Although the type of analysis was determined by the 
nature of the documentation gained, Yin (2003:87) points out that ‘documents are 
useful even though they are not always accurate and may not be lacking in bias. In 
fact, documents must be carefully used and should not be accepted as literal 
recordings of events that have taken place’. This note of caution needs to be 
considered, particularly with meeting notes which may have a bias imposed by the 
note taker. Documents identified for use in the study were:  
 Government policy documents relating to collaboration, (School Teachers’ 
Pay and Conditions 2014, Teachers’ Standards May 2012, professional 
Standards for Teachers 2007, Teachers’ Standards Guidance 2013, The 
importance of Teaching White Paper 2010, OfSTED report 2014) 
 Academy documentation (staff handbooks, academy development plan, 
academy Pay Policy, Funding Agreement, academy exam performance data) 
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These documents were used to contextualise the study and form the basis for the 
qualitative and quantitative data used in the study. Other data was obtained by the 
use of questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. Documentary analysis is 
described by Wellington (2000:196) as being ‘the strategies and procedures for 
analysing and interpreting the documents of any importance to the study of a 
particular area’. The documents that are categorised above form part of the 
interpretation of policy but the study needed a wider array of documents to 
contextualise the policy agenda. These included newspaper articles and 
professional journals, which gave another focal point on how the policies were 
enacted through the academy. 
Both the quantitative methods of textual analysis and the Hodgson and Spours 
frameworks provided data that were valuable as analysis tools. Titscher et al 
(2000:5) state that ‘different methods overlap and should not be seen in isolation’. 
The information gained in the Hodgson and Spours (2006b) framework allowed for 
the policy to be seen in context, looking at development in terms of political power, 
along with stakeholders and other driving forces. Contrasting this to the other 
methods used, these provide information on the text itself and what it implies, 
rather than the wider context of policy development.  
Data gathered from the text analysis tools was used to make comparisons between 
different policies. Analysing word counts or readability scores using the same search 
tool provided direct comparisons for triangulation of data. The Wordle method 
provided more problematic data as it was more subjective. ‘Problems of inference 
relate to the possibility of drawing conclusions about the whole text on the basis of 
the text sample’ (Titscher et al 2000:65). This can be seen when comparing the 
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results of the Wordle diagrams. The Hodgson and Spours (2006b) framework, I 
would suggest, is the most likely to produce different results depending on the 
viewpoint of the researcher and the focus of the research.  
One of the limitations of the Hodgson and Spours (2006b) framework is that it 
allows for analysis to be subjective, having a viewpoint or lens that may change with 
each researcher. The focus of the researcher determines the arguments that are 
included in the analysis. However, the other methods seem to provide data that 
allows for conclusions to be drawn, again providing a researcher viewpoint without 
looking at the wider context. 
I would argue that in each method the strength of one seems to be the weakness of 
the other, so perhaps there is a need to develop the Hodgson and Spours 
framework. I suggest that by including another dimension to the Policy Process 
triangle, entitling it text analysis, the framework could then incorporate data 
derived from the text to strengthen the policy analysis method. The term ‘text 
production’ has been added to The Policy Process as this links with text production 
(Figure 5). In my developed model the text content analysis should also play a part 
in an analysis framework so that data is provided to compare and contrast with the 
qualitative analysis gained. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Developed analytical framework 
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3.3.3 Questionnaires:  
The questionnaire has a job to do: its function is measurement.  
(Oppenheim 1992:100) 
Oppenheim (1992:100) states that ‘well before we make a start with our 
questionnaire, we should have a rough idea of the pattern which our enquiry is 
likely to follow’. The design of the ‘questionnaire should also be influenced by other 
methods within the project’ (Wellington 2000:105). Once the method of 
questionnaire was justified as the initial means of data gathering for the study, the 
structure and content of the questions were decided. For the collaborative practice 
questionnaire, the questions were based on what would be asked in the follow up 
interviews and the documents studied. For example, a question on the 
understanding of policy for collaboration, both national and local, was not included 
in the collaborative practice questionnaire as it may have discouraged the 
respondents from taking part; the understanding of policy was examined in more 
detail through interviews. 
Electronic on-line survey tools were used for both the learning visits questionnaire 
and the collaborative practice questionnaire to enable a larger sampling of teachers 
than is possible by just conducting interviews. This was used to gather opinions 
from teachers on their interpretations and the push / pull influences of the 
collaboration they were undertaking. This method allowed for a larger coverage of 
the population than face to face surveys and gained an overall picture of 
collaboration within the case academy. ‘Electronic distribution of a questionnaire is 
now a possibility although its limitations, such as restricted sampling and biased 
response, need to be acknowledged’ (Bassey 1999:104).  
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A development in schools’ use of technology and the widespread acceptance of 
communication through email, means that distributing questionnaires in an 
electronic form is an accepted method. The use of an electronic means for data 
collection can be said to differ from Bassey’s view, as it can increase the sample size 
and allows for possible responses from every staff member in the academy 
community. As this was the target for the case study, it addresses Bassey’s concerns 
of restricted sampling. In terms of biased response, the issue of online sampling 
allowed for respondents to complete the questionnaire in their own time.  
The use of an online survey tool allowed for questionnaire data gathering on 
opinions through both closed questions and opportunities for respondents to 
provide more information with open questions. This provided a breadth of data to 
strengthen the case study and highlight generalisations made. ‘A questionnaire, and 
the questions within it, can be developed from prior research methods, but the use 
of a pilot is still essential’ (Bassey 1999:105). This view is supported by Oppenheim 
(1992:64) as he posits that to reduce wasted effort ‘on unintelligible questions 
producing unquantifiable responses and uninterpretable results’ one needs a pilot 
study. These are strong notes of caution and as such, both questionnaires for this 
study had a pilot to ascertain the viability of the proposed questions. When 
designing the collaborative practice questionnaire, I was mindful of the need to gain 
information on the forms of collaboration taking place and the need for this to be a 
sample of opinions that would be explored at a later date through interviews. 
Neuman (2011:314) points out that ‘when designing surveys you do not want 
questions that confuse or frustrate respondents’ and to be aware that respondents 
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‘have different priorities than yours’. On writing the open questions, Neuman states 
that there are two principles which guide writing good survey questions:  
1. Avoid possible confusion and  
2. Keep the respondent’s perspective in mind.  
(Neuman 2011:313) 
To ensure validity of the survey as a means of data collection and to obtain a 
reliable sample for the interview process, it was necessary to maximise returns from 
both questionnaires; they needed to be as user friendly as possible to increase the 
number of respondents. This was managed by using targeted emails, individual 
conversations and making available paper versions of the questionnaires. 
Both questionnaires were conducted by using an online survey tool, Google docs, 
which automatically provided data when the questionnaires were completed and 
added the responses in time order. Although not a traditional data gathering tool, 
Google docs was chosen because it allowed for independent and distant access to 
the surveys, enabling participants to complete the questionnaires when they 
wanted. It reduced the need for paper copies to be produced; subsequently 
misplaced and then having to be collated prior to uploading onto a computer based 
system. Respondents were also able to extend their responses to include detail 
without being restricted by boxes on paper sheets. By collecting the data 
electronically, time was saved on inputting responses and consequently reducing 
errors.  
The first question of the collaborative practice questionnaire asked for the 
respondent’s name. Although this may have caused issues with anonymity, it was 
essential to know who had responded to increase the turnout and to select 
respondents for the structured interview phase of the study. However, this was not 
109 
 
a required field; I felt that the gathering of data was of greater importance than 
being able to identify respondents who would be unlikely to participate in 
interviews.  
The closed questions of the collaborative practice questionnaire explored whether 
practitioners had participated in collaborative practice within the case academy or 
with external institutions. The survey also asked if the recipient was willing to take 
part in a semi-structured interview as part of the research. These questions were 
set as required fields and provided the required quantitative data.  
Neuman (2011:323) describes open-ended questions as those ‘requiring an 
unstructured, free response, to which respondents can give any answer’. The open 
ended questions were used in the survey to clarify statements in the closed 
questions and to ascertain the forms of collaboration taking place. Open questions 
have the advantage in that they ‘permit an unlimited number of possible answers, 
respondents can answer in detail and can clarify responses as well as help us 
discover unanticipated findings’ (Neuman 2011:325). Given the aims of both 
questionnaires, the open questions promoted the extended responses needed as a 
basis for the interviews but allowed the respondents to add as much or little detail 
as they felt the question required in their situation. Difficulties, as Neuman 
(2011:325) describes, include the ‘respondents giving different degrees of detail in 
answers’ which would therefore make coding of responses difficult and the 
respondent could be intimidated by the questions.  
An important point about the presentation of questionnaires is outlined by 
Wellington (2000:104). He points out the need to present the questionnaire well. 
He cautions, that it ‘may well be ignored’ otherwise. The questionnaires were 
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designed electronically and an academic style graphic was then added. In order to 
gain the trust of (and be completed by) the intended respondents, both 
questionnaires needed to appear to be easy to complete and brief. The learning 
visits day questionnaire was used to gather data for the first two research 
questions. The collaborative practice questionnaire addresses all three research 
questions. 
3.3.4 Interviews:  
Semi-structured interviews were conducted from a sample of teachers selected on 
criteria based on responses in the questionnaire (Section 4.6.1). The aims of the 
interviews were to develop an understanding of teachers’ interpretation of 
collaborative practice, to explore the drivers for collaboration and to investigate to 
what extent policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration gets translated into 
practice. Kvale and Brinkmann (2009:3) describe the interview process as ‘a 
conversation with purpose’. However, Oppenheim (1992:66) takes the approach 
that an ‘interview is not an ordinary conversation, but one in which the interviewer 
needs to remain distant from the interviewee and ask pre-determined questions’. 
This view is formed out of potential bias if the interview becomes a conversation.  
Some structured questions were chosen to form the basis of the interview and 
provide data exploring the research questions in depth using relevant open ended 
questions. ‘Qualitative researchers take pride in discovering and portraying the 
multiple views of the case. The interview is the main road to multiple realities’ 
(Stake 1995:64). By interviewing teachers with different levels of responsibilities 
within the case academy, this study would provide data from multiple viewpoints. 
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The active interview approach requires building a relationship of trust between the 
interviewer and interviewee, within a semi-structured context thus allowing the 
interviewee to talk openly whilst being prompted as required. This method does not 
follow the free conversation approach of Terkle (1975) and is not the traditional 
structured approach that is mentioned by Oppenheim but is in the middle of the 
two approaches. Wellington (2000:16) says that the aim of the researcher following 
the interpretative approach is to explore different viewpoints and to gain an 
understanding of different situations.  
Willis (2007:6) says that the ‘interpretative approach rejects the positivist idea. 
Positivism is that scientific methods can be used to study human behaviour – 
following rules and structured techniques to find truths about the world. Positivists 
claim that these truths are generalisable, value-free and formed from detached 
methods by examining observable entities’. Wellington (2000:15) suggests, in the 
context of approaches to research in education, the debate surrounding the 
interpretative versus positivist approach to research is ‘one of the most common 
contrasts made’. On the other hand, he suggests that the positivists who advocate 
the approach to research in social science do not exist, not least in the natural 
sciences research society as the research is rarely objective and value free. In my 
opinion, a positivist approach to research could possibly only be used in very 
structured standardised interviews as with those described by Oppenheim (1996) 
and have little to offer world life interviews, which take the active interview 
approach, requiring interaction and rapport. Wellington (2000:198) says that the 
interpretative approach ‘argues that human behaviour can only be explained by 
referring to the subjective states of people acting in it’. Wills (2007:6) states that 
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‘Interpretivists favour qualitative methods’ which include case studies as it enables 
a better understanding of how humans interpret situations in the world in which 
they live. Based on my readings of Willis, the very nature of the interpretative 
research in education means that qualitative data are gathered and thus inherently 
subjective. In undertaking an interview looking at an aspect of a life story, even 
when it is semi-structured, the active interview method follows the interpretative 
view by being heavily biased towards qualitative data.  
Interviews conducted for this thesis are in the interpretative genre as this follows a 
process of gaining knowledge on how human beings view the world through the 
conduct of a realistic, natural life interview. This does have a focus but does not 
follow strict predetermined rules or structures. Giddens (1993:4) says that 
interpretative sociologies are ‘strong on action but weak on structure’. This lack of 
structure is also a strength of this research approach because it allows for freedom 
to explore issues that would not be addressed in a standardised interview. Kvale 
and Brinkmann (2009) refer to ‘seven stages of interview inquiry’. Although they 
state that open structure research interviewing methods have no standard 
procedures or rules, there are standard choices of approaches. These they divide 
into seven stages: 
1. Thematizing: this requires organising an interview purpose or theme. 
2. Designing: organising the research interview so the intended 
knowledge is obtained. 
3. Interview: conducting the interview following the research method 
and plan organised in stage 1 and 2. 
4. Transcribing: preparing the interview material for analysis. 
5. Analysing: deciding which modes of analysis are appropriate for the 
interview. 
6. Verifying: ascertain validity, reliability and generalizability of interview 
findings. 
7. Reporting: communicating findings of the study.  
(Kvale and Brinkmann 2009:97) 
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In the outline for the ‘seven stages of interview inquiry’ model, they mention moral 
implications and ethics at stages 2 and 7. Although Kvale and Brinkmann use this 
model to provide a framework for research interviews, I put forward the idea that 
the linear approach does not have feedback loops, as in flowcharts, to ensure that 
the processes met the objectives of the study. By this I mean that the type of data 
collected needed to be decided upon when designing the study as well as 
consideration for how it was analysed. Following Kvale and Brinkmann’s ‘seven 
stages of interviewing’ approach, the assumption is that data collected at the 
interview is suitable because the structure of the study follows the appropriate 
process.  
Kvale and Brinkmann (2009:179) wrote that ‘the use of the audio recorder frees the 
interviewer to concentrate on the topic and dynamics of the interview’. However, 
Wellington (2000) suggests that tape recorders may be seen as obtrusive in some 
situations. An alternative viewpoint is that a tape recorder can be seen as a 
compliment to the person being interviewed. The recorder can lead to a ‘false 
situation’ in terms of staged conversation, especially at the start of the interview 
but does allow for detailed analysis of the transcript after the interview. Oppenheim 
(1996:52) argues that interviews should ‘always be recorded’ so as to enable the 
interviewing team to listen to the tape in depth at a later time. This allows for the 
shape of the enquiry to emerge. He also points out that, during an interview, much 
could have escaped the interviewer. The tape recording of an interview may 
prevent some free-flowing conversation but the benefits – reference to aspects of 
the conversation to clarify any of the points made – outweigh things that may not 
be said on tape.  
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To assist with the problem of the large quantity of data gained from transcribed 
tapes, Wellington (2000) suggests using two stages of transcripts. Firstly, using the 
whole tape with the second stage comprising of the transcription of targeted parts 
of the tape with notes. Listening to the tape in detail and self transcribing after the 
interview starts the analysis process. In this study, following each interview, the 
interviewee was provided with a summary of the interview. This outlined my 
understanding of what was said, to summarise the data and making the key points 
into a form that was used to start the data analysis. Although a typist could have 
transcribed the tape, for reasons of data accuracy, I wanted to ensure that it was 
transcribed in a way in which I could interpret the data easily afterwards. It was for 
this reason that the transcription completed was word for word. The process of 
data gathering for the interviews is detailed in section 4.5.1. 
In analysing the interview conversation, the transcript data confirms the 
conversation analysis model of Harvey Sacks in turn-taking and pairs of responses. 
Sacks et al (1974:696) refer to turn-taking as ‘being used to order interactions in a 
range of settings including talking in interviews’. In their paper, they set out a model 
in which they observe a number of factors that occur during conversations. They 
discuss the beginnings of sentences used in situations like interviews. Words like 
well, but and so are described by Sacks as appositional beginnings. My 
understanding is that Sacks highlights the need to start interview questions with an 
appropriate beginning; for example, ‘can you tell me about...?’ rather than using 
connectives to begin sentences. When designing the interview questions, the 
intention was for the questions to follow one another sequentially. By asking 
questions in an appropriate format, the interviewee feel that the previous question 
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has not been dismissed without due regard. Explanations can be teased out by 
starting a question with “What do you think that means?” or “Can you explain how 
that works?” 
3.3.5 Interview questions: 
The interview questions were designed to address all three research questions. Ten 
open ended questions were asked, which allowed for a breadth of answers and 
further discussion. 
A list of interview questions was devised to satisfy the specification enabling 
qualitative data so that the study could be contextualised. These are presented in 
Table 7. They were intended to be open ended, allowing the interviewee to add 
detail and making sure that their interpretation of the meaning of collaboration was 
clear. 
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Table 7: Interview questions 
Interview question Justification 
What is your Job role? 
(follow-up) 
 Responsibilities 
The aim of this question was to set the scene for 
the interview, to ensure the interviewee was 
employed in a position that relates to the study 
and was in the identified group. 
By asking the interviewee to outline their 
responsibilities the interview was put into context 
and helped to identify bias on behalf of the 
interviewee. 
What Collaborative practices are 
you involved in? 
(follow-up) 
 Who with? (schools, subjects, 
Local Authority) 
 Why are you involved?  
 Are there any policies that 
drive this collaboration? 
 Is there funding – if so why? 
How much? Duration? And 
what does it pay for? 
This question relates to the first and second 
research questions of this study.  
This question aimed to find the form of 
collaboration that was taking place, what was 
driving the collaboration – was it local policy, 
national policy or professional practice? The 
question identified the structures that the 
collaboration takes and the breadth of the 
collaboration. The issue of funding answered 
research questions of drivers for the collaboration, 
push/pull influences and hindrances.  
What are the policy drivers 
behind this collaboration and 
who authors/owns/directs the 
policies? 
To explore the extent to which the interviewee 
understood the national picture and policy drivers 
for collaboration within a competitive market 
place. This relates to the third research question. 
What are your perceived 
strengths and weaknesses of the 
collaboration you are involved 
in? 
In answering the research question on the drivers 
for collaboration, this question identified the 
strengths and weaknesses of the collaboration 
from the viewpoint of practitioners and relates to 
the second research question.  
What developments have there 
been in relation to practitioner 
collaboration? And what 
prevents you from collaborating 
more? 
This question addressed the history of the 
collaboration to develop the context, to 
understand why the collaboration exists and to 
identify the stakeholders. This relates to research 
question three. 
What support /training / 
encouragement have you 
received to assist you with the 
collaborative practice? 
To establish the support and training available for 
collaborative practice. It looked to explore if 
teachers were encouraged to collaborate. This 
relates to all three research questions. 
What do you think is the 
academy’s ethos is towards 
collaboration? 
This sought to collate practitioner views on 
collaborative ethos within the school. This links to 
research question two. 
Sustainability? What is the 
anticipated future of your 
collaboration? Is it sustainable? 
What will the sustainability 
depend on? 
Addressing the sustainability of the collaboration 
and what its future depends on. 
This links to policy and relates to research question 
three. 
What do you get out of the 
collaborative practice?  
This allowed the interviewees to put forward a 
personal view on their collaboration. This relates to 
the first research question. 
Is there anything else? Provided an opportunity for interviewees to 
contribute any additional information. 
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3.3.6 Observation: 
O’Leary (2010) points out that observation, as a method of data collection, is often 
overlooked by researchers because interviews are more prominent in social science 
research. She describes observation as ‘a systematic method of data collection that 
relies on the researchers’ ability to gather data through his or her senses’ (O’Leary 
2010:209). Neuman (2011) describes a systematic structured observation that 
follows a set of rules. In order to be a valid research tool, observation needs to be 
robust in terms of reliability. Criteria of the observation focus and how it is 
conducted should be established before an observation can take place. Observation 
as a method of data collection can, as Wragg (1999:vii) points out, ‘help illuminate 
the most familiar of events’, in that it can raise awareness of issues that 
practitioners are perhaps unaware.  
O’Learly (2010) provides some other advantages to observation in that it allows you 
to: 
 Explore what people actually do not what they say they do. 
 Take it in for yourself, often in the field. 
 Collect both rich qualitative data and standardised quantifiable data. 
 Collect non-verbal as well as verbal data.   
(Compiled from O’Learly 2010:211) 
Observation could have been used as a method in this study to collect data, by 
observing meetings or professional interactions when working in collaboration. 
Observation would provide factual evidence of the interviewee’s collaborative 
practice. I suggest that observation may pose issues of practitioners feeling 
uncomfortable with the processes or adapting practice to show the observer what 
they think they want to see. Neither scenario would assist with the production of 
valid data nor would it add value to this study with the research question being one 
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regarding practitioner interpretation of collaboration. I feel that the method has 
greater significance in an action research methodology when data is gathered 
relating to specific situations.  
3.4 Ethics: authenticity, validity and reliability: 
‘Validity refers to the degree to which a method, a test or a research tool actually 
measures what it is supposed to measure’ (Wellington 2000:30). Validation is part 
of a separate stage of an investigation, but runs throughout the complete research 
process (Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). The whole of the research process should use 
methods that relate to the research question, trying to answer and make sense of 
the conflicts the policies pose. Kvale and Brinkmann talk about the craftsmanship of 
the interviewer and the credibility of the researcher being essential to ensure 
validity.  
‘Reliability is a judgement of the extent to which a test, a method or a tool gives 
consistent results across a range of settings’ (Wellington 2000:31). The textual 
analysis tools used were conducted in the same way to allow for the comparison of 
data. For example, the same text must be used in the search process for each 
policy. Reliability also refers to how well the study could be replicated in the future. 
In analysing the policy documents as part of the analytical framework, in a 
contextualised approach, qualitative data may change depending on the viewpoint 
of the researcher. As a number of policy texts were analysed for this study, the 
approach used ensured reliability within the study context.  
In order to ensure the anonymity of all participants and establishments involved in 
the study, transcripts and responses that contained names and mentions of any 
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establishments were anonymised. Tape recordings made when conducting 
interviews and the data from this was treated in confidence, kept secure during 
transcription and destroyed after use. Ethical guidelines for conducting research 
were followed. Before conducting the research, consent to access documentation 
was granted from senior staff within the case academy so that the research could 
be conducted the research under the specified framework. The position of the 
researcher, as the point for decisions on the data gathered and its analysis, may 
pose bias to the research. My connections to the case academy provided 
opportunities of access not available to other researchers but posed issues relating 
to bias that needed consideration.  
In researching educational policy, there is a need to understand the viewpoint from 
which the policy is written and the researcher’s viewpoint which may differ. 
Although the policies were chosen because of their relevance to collaboration in the 
academy and because of the responses from the questionnaire, the challenge was 
to analyse the text objectively. Titscher et al (2000:5) say that ‘methods for policy 
analysis are not isolated in space, but are either explicitly or implicitly related to 
theoretical assumptions and structures’. They say the term ‘method’ normally 
denotes research pathways, one standpoint to reaching another by choosing a 
particular ‘pathway which permits observations and facilitates the collection of 
experiences’. The study needed to consider the ethics involved in establishing the 
viewpoint or ‘lens’ from which the analysis was to be conducted and the part this 
played in the results. The qualitative methods used in the Hodgson and Spours 
(2006b) framework argued from an educationalist viewpoint and were supported 
by the views of Unwin (2007). 
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Qualitative data and its collection raise special ethical issues as it can be personal 
and individual. Ethical issues in qualitative research mostly affect the stages of 
planning and data collection (Gibbs 2007). In this research, most of the policy 
documents used for analysis were freely available for download from the internet. 
We live in a period of proposed political transparency and freedom of information, 
so government policies have been free to download or, during the previous 
administration when the policies were current, some hard copies were free to order 
over the internet. However, some of these policy documents are not part of the 
current political agenda and have been archived, having been replaced by new 
legislation.  
Kvale and Brinkmann (2009:68) say that ‘traditionally ethical guidelines for 
researchers formed in four fields: informed consent, confidentiality, consequences, 
and the role of the researcher’. Each of these fields is discussed below: 
1 Informed consent: The research participant needs to be informed about the 
nature of the research. They also agreed to the interview being recorded on tape 
(Oppenheim 1996). Part of the consent comprised of where and when the data was 
to be used and for what purpose.  Gibbs (2007:9) says that ‘fully informed consent 
means that participants in research should know exactly what they are letting 
themselves in for’. For this reason, interviewees were provided with an overview of 
the research prior to interview and were informed of their right to withdraw at any 
time during the process. 
2 Confidentiality: Kvale and Brinkman (2009: 72) state that ‘confidentiality in 
research implies that private data identifying the participants will not be disclosed’. 
The transcripts contained data that could lead to the identification of participants, 
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so (to ensure confidentiality and reduce any consequences that may occur from any 
things said in the interviews) the sample transcript included in the Appendix of this 
study has been edited to ensure anonymity. In writing up the presentation of data 
chapter, care was taken to remove names and reference to gender to ensure the 
confidentiality of participants. Although the name of the case academy has been 
removed from the text and every effort was made to remove links to the institution, 
total confidentiality for the case academy would be difficult to achieve. This issue 
was discussed with the Principal prior to the research taking place.  
3 Consequences: ‘The basic ethical principle governing data collection is that 
no harm should come to the respondents as a result of their participation in the 
research (Oppenheim 1996:83). This refers the results of the interview and any 
possible harm that may come to the participants as a result of the research. Kvale 
and Brinkman (2009:73) state that ‘the researcher should be aware that the 
openness and intimacy of much qualitative research may be seductive and can lead 
participants to disclose information they may later regret having shared’. When 
transcribing the interviews, there was an opportunity to revisit comments made 
during the interview and, if a viewpoint could be deemed controversial, this was 
discussed with the interviewee, to confirm that they were happy for the text to be 
used in the study. Participants were given a copy of the interview notes and a 
printed copy of the transcript for them to check if they wished to withdraw any 
information.  
4 Role of the researcher: The interpretive researcher’s status is ‘democratic, 
participative with equal status for all’ (Wellington 2000:17). As the research 
interview, as described by Kvale and Brinkmann (2009:2) is ‘an interchange of views 
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between two persons conversing about a theme of mutual interest’, then, in my 
opinion, the role of the researcher is to seek knowledge from the interviewee by 
interjecting their own personal experiences to clarify points made. This role links to 
the approach of the active interview and is opposed to the methods of Terkle 
(1975) as his personal work life experiences would not be of the same mutual 
interest or equal status as his interview subjects. 
Qualitative data and their collection raise special ethical issues as they 
can be personal and individual. Ethical issues in qualitative research 
mostly affect the stages of planning and data collection.  
(Gibbs 2007:8) 
 
Ethical issues needed to be addressed at all stages of the research process. Before 
the research process started, the issues of being an insider researcher needed to be 
addressed. Being a teacher within the case academy provided access to teachers 
and documentation but with that privileged position, ethical considerations had to 
be addressed. Floyd and Arthur (2012:173) write about researching from within and 
highlight levels of insiderness: ‘Working at the same organisation as research 
respondents does not necessarily mean a shared repertoire.’ When conducting the 
questionnaire, I understood that the values I hold as a practitioner may not be 
shared by my colleagues and as discussed earlier, the interviewees (by the nature of 
their different job roles) have different priorities. Floyd and Arthur (2012) also 
describe other issues to be addressed in terms of external and internal ethical 
engagement: 
 
 
123 
 
External ethical engagement:  
i. The formal approval to do research. Anonymity, justification and 
informed consent are just the tip of the ice-berg.  
ii. The BERA guidelines (BERA 2011) providing just a starting point for the 
ethical dilemmas to be addressed by the insider researcher. 
Internal ethical engagement:  
i. Access to insider knowledge in terms of ongoing relationships 
within the school and access to privileged information, which may 
be confidential, relating to work colleagues which can pose issues 
for the insider researcher.  
ii. It may be assumed by the interviewee that opinions they express 
are the same as those of the interviewer, as you know how the 
school system works and information about the work colleague. 
Confidential information may be given which may put the 
researcher in a difficult position.  
iii. Other internal ethical engagement issues related to ‘life histories’ 
research and the ownership of data relating to information given 
as part of the study, including sensitive and personal information 
that may be provided on a personal basis during the interview 
process.  
iv. The validity of telling ‘white lies’ to enable the data to be gathered. 
For example, if an interview asks your opinion or states viewpoints 
that are different from that of the researcher, should the 
researcher agree in the interests of conducting the research? 
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v. The Insider professional and researcher roles may conflict and 
highlight the issue of how to deal with those senior to you or 
below you? Will senior colleagues open up fully to provide data for 
the study? 
vi. In dealing with anonymity of institution, can you really keep the 
school totally anonymous as an internet search could link you to an 
institution and as such, should anonymity of the researcher in 
terms of publishing under a different name be considered?  
Floyd and Arthur (2012) describe the insider researcher as having ‘the privileged 
position which provides access to data that those from without cannot access’. 
However, the conduct and findings of the study may last well beyond the lifespan of 
the study, leaving the researcher to deal with this information after the study has 
been completed.  
...dilemmas for insider researchers can arise from a clash of 
professional values between those which underpin the traditional craft 
culture and those that underpin the emergent culture of reflective 
practice  
(Elliot 1991:57)  
In looking at the emerging and evolving collaborative practice as part of this study 
and the need to look at the value of the collaboration, the study aimed to reflect 
the benefits of collaboration for learner and staff development, to explore the 
drivers for collaboration as well as to examine the extent to which policies aiming to 
foster collaboration limit practice.  
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3.6 Summary: 
This chapter is used to describe the methodology and methods used in the study to 
answer the research questions. Case study methodology was selected as the 
research questions were based on the experiences of a specific academy in order to 
gain an understanding of the collaborative practice within that institution. The 
particular instance was of sufficient interest to be an intrinsic case study. 
The study investigated why collaborative practice exists in a given case situation by 
providing a practitioner voice and as such, is not intended to be indicative of 
collaborative practice in any other school or academy. Methods used in this study 
were policy and document analysis, an online survey tool providing two 
questionnaire data sources and 15 semi-structured interviews.  
To understand the context of the study it was necessary to look at the national and 
academy based policies. A policy analysis was conducted alongside questionnaires 
and interviews as data gathering tools. This painted a wider picture of the drivers 
for collaborative practice and its perceived benefits, partly addressing the second 
research question, to explore how far policy is implemented or distorted by external 
factors, partly addressing the third research question. By looking at the practice 
from a number of viewpoints, the issues of validity, reliability and generalisability 
were addressed.   
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4. Presentation of Data: 
 
4.1 Introduction: 
This chapter is used to detail the processes by which the data was gathered and to 
interpret the collected data. The collection of documents and policies was part of an 
ongoing process throughout the study. The data for the questionnaires was 
collected between the 1st February 2012 to 31st March 2012 and the 30th January 
2014 to 20th May 2014. The interviews were conducted between the 14th May 2014 
and 11th July 2014.  
The data for this thesis comes from four sources  
1. Analysis of national and local policies and documentation  
2. Learning visits day questionnaire 
3. Collaborative practice questionnaire 
4. Semi-structured interviews with practitioners selected on the basis 
of the questionnaire responses 
The policies analysed for this study have been selected as they specifically relate to 
issues raised in the collaborative practice questionnaire and interviews, 
interrelating with the responses gained as part of the data gathering process. 
Although initially a number of policies relating to the historical developments of 
collaboration between practitioners were scrutinised, only a small number that 
were justified from the interview data have been analysed in detail as part of the 
study. Academy documentation, including policies and development plans, has 
been included as they refer specifically to the issues raised in the interviews.  
To differentiate between quotes and responses from individuals as part of the data 
gathering and other quotes from literature, quotations taken from the data are 
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presented in the text as a number in bold surrounded by brackets. For example: 
(Participant 0). The number links the individual’s questionnaire and interview data 
but for ethical reasons it does not include the individual’s name. This convention is 
used throughout this and the remaining chapters. 
Table 8 presents a list of the data sources, the techniques used and how the 
methods used address the research questions. It describes the purpose of the four 
data gathering tools, outlines how the data was generated and analyses where 
applicable, who was chosen and who was excluded. Later in the chapter is greater 
clarification of how the data was analysed and the processes followed (signposted 
in Table 8). 
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Table 8: Data sources used to address research questions 
Data source: policy and document analysis 
Research questions addressed: 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration 
get translated into practice? 
Intended outcome / purpose: 
To examine official policy, both local and national in order to establish the extent 
that policy influences collaboration within the case academy. 
To explore the effect that policy has on practitioners relating to collaboration. 
To investigate the challenges, posed by policy, in undertaking collaborative 
practice within the academy. 
Who/how Chosen: 
English secondary school education policy selection was from undertaken in two 
stages, as outlined in Section 4.2.2. The policies and documents analysis was 
undertaken in three stages. The first policy analysis involved national polices from 
2000 that promoted collaboration. 
Focus for detailed analysis was on a number of specific policies that were selected 
on the basis of their relevance to the study and from data gathered through the 
questionnaires and interviews. School based policies and other documents were 
included due to their relevance to the academy’s status. 
Exclusions from the detailed analysis were national policies relating to the 
Diploma, as they were no longer current.  
Analysis focus: 
A historical national policy timeline (Table 2) was created and policy analysis, 
including occurrences of key words and context were undertaken, see Appendix B. 
Following the questionnaire and interviews, key policies mentioned by participants 
were selected for analysis by using a contextual model. Appendix C. Internal 
school policies, national policy documents, the academy OfSTED report and 
Funding Agreement were selected. These were analysed for content and meaning. 
The process of generating data relating to the policy analysis is detailed in Section 
4.2.3. 
Data source: learning visits day questionnaire 
Research questions addressed: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
Intended outcome / purpose: 
To examine practitioners’ views of collaboration, how they interpreted the success 
and limitations of a collaborative initiative and to establish the extent to which 
they were willing to undertake more collaborative work with outside 
organisations. 
To understand the motivations for teachers to collaborate. 
To explore the success of the learning visits day as a model for collaborative 
practice and to feed this back to senior leaders through a report. This was then 
used to formulate the collaborative practice questionnaire and interview 
questions. 
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Who/how chosen: 
Staff who chose to undertake the GROW option under the staff development 
programme in 2011/12 academic year. The choice was for teaching staff directed 
as part of their contractual hours. Non-teaching staff, subject to working in-service 
days were not included in the programme. Teachers choosing the second option of 
critical skills training completed the contractual hours at a different time. 
35 teaching staff were invited to take part in the survey.  
Analysis focus: 
The learning visits day data was gathered through an online survey tool. This was 
completed as a before and after questionnaire. A total of 19 questions were used, 
10 pre-visit and 9 post-visit, using both open and closed questions which provided 
data that was analysed in graph and table form. Presentation of data is in Section 
4.4.2 and the results were then compiled into a report that is included as Appendix 
E.  
Data source: collaborative practice questionnaire 
Research questions addressed: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration 
get translated into practice? 
Intended outcome / purpose: 
To provide an overview of practitioner interpretations of collaboration and what 
motivates them to work with others. 
To explore the de-motivators and inhibitors for collaboration as interpreted by 
practitioners. 
To gather data from as large a sample as possible, enabling a range of views 
relating to collaboration and an understanding of the collaborative practice that 
exists within the case academy. 
To select participants for interview based on criteria derived from the 
questionnaire responses. 
Who/how chosen: 
Completion of the collaborative practice questionnaire was open to all staff within 
the case academy who, as part of their job role had a school email address. This 
included all teachers, administration staff, technicians and teaching assistants as 
well as the catering manager, facilities manager and cleaning manager. 
The survey was not open to cleaners, lunch time supervisors or catering staff 
(except managers) due the nature of their job role and not having the ability to 
access the academy email system. These employees of the academy do not have a 
direct responsibility for the success or failure of student outcomes, neither were 
they involved in the collective decision making over learner outcomes or 
improving performance.  
Analysis focus: 
The collaborative practice questionnaire data was gathered through an online 
survey tool asking both open and closed questions. Data was analysed and is 
presented in the form of tables and graphs in Section 4.5.2. Qualitative data was 
categorised and coded to enable analysis of text. 
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Data source: interviews 
Research questions addressed: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration 
get translated into practice? 
Intended outcome / purpose: 
To examine practitioners views on collaboration and how they interpret 
collaborative practice. 
To investigate the motivation of practitioners to collaborate, including the 
push/pull influences and the policies that affect collaboration. 
To explore the extent to which collaborative practice is embedded within the case 
academy and the ethos of the case academy towards collaboration. 
To analyse the data outcomes in terms of the principles of a PLC. 
Who/how chosen: 
The selection criteria were structured to gather data from participants who have a 
range of experiences and subject area responsibilities; not all participants were 
teachers. The first criterion was to have completed the questionnaire and the 
second was to have shown a willingness to participate in the interviews via the last 
question.  A total of 15 participants were selected for interview as follows: 
4 Senior leader interviews 
4 Central Leaders interviews 
3 Subject Leader interviews 
4 teacher interviews 
The criteria and the processes used for the selection for interview are detailed in 
Section 4.4. 
Analysis focus: 
Data was gathered through spoken semi-structured interviews which were voice 
recorded and where notes were taken. The interview questions and justification 
are included in Table 7. The process is outlined in Section 4.5.1. After each 
interview, a summary was emailed to the interviewees. The interview was 
transcribed and analysed. Following the processes used for qualitative data 
through the questionnaire analysis, the responses were categorised and analysed. 
Some data was presented in table form with significant and indicative quotations 
being extracted. Analysis of the interview question data is in Section 4.5.3.  
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4.2 Policy and document analysis: 
This section details the data gathering methods and presents the analysis of 
policies, documents and new initiatives used in the study. 
4.2.1 Policies: 
There are a number of policies that have shaped the collaborative practice 
undertaken by schools, with this having been discussed in earlier chapters of this 
study. Although a number of documents relating to historical policies were analysed 
throughout the course of the study (Appendix B), these provided a background 
context to the current collaborative practice observed in the case academy. As a 
result of collecting the questionnaire and interview data, the focus for the policy 
analysis shifted to current policies relating to teacher collaboration. In reference to 
the context introduced by Hodgson and Spours (2006b:685), the political era was 
examined. Since 2010, with the 14-19 Agenda of the New Labour era in abeyance, 
there are new policies and a new policy direction set out by subsequent 
governments. This political phase has built on the idea of academies, introduced in 
the New Labour era, which could be argued as either a development or return to 
the policies of the 1990s with Grant Maintained Schools in relation to their funding 
from central government and the degree of autonomy.  
4.2.2 Selecting the policies: 
The initial policy analysis looked at a range of government education policies for 
England, starting in 2002 relating to the emergence of the New Labour 
government’s 14-19 Agenda lasting from 1997 – 2010. These were selected because 
of the emergence of the specialist Diploma and the explicit requirement to 
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collaborate in order to deliver the qualification. The policy analysis focused on two 
research questions: 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
The historical policies that were initially analysed are viewed in an incremental way 
and provide an understanding of the emergence of explicit collaboration in terms of 
national policy. They are incremental, as new policies build upon what has existed 
before. The change of government in 2010 shifted the education policy focus 
towards greater autonomy, through the academies programme and away from the 
14-19 agenda of the New Labour government. Due to this shift, the research 
decision was made to focus on the policies that are the drivers for current 
collaboration and which, therefore, relate to the research questions. In selecting 
policies to form analysis that would relate to this study, there are two policy areas 
that fitted the context: 
1. School structure in relation to converter academy status. 
2. Teacher pay and conditions, outlined in the School Teachers’ Pay and 
Conditions document 2014 and guidance on school teachers’ pay and 
conditions (DfE 2014), School Teachers’ Appraisal, and Teachers’ Standards. 
In answering the research question To what extent does policy to foster inter and 
intra school collaboration get translated into practice?, the status of the case 
academy as a converter academy and the agenda that enforced the operational 
procedures of the academy was of great significance to the study. It is the nature of 
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the teacher collaboration that exists within the academy that is of interest to this 
study; the policies that allow it to exist and which consequently drive the 
collaboration are important. Policies like the ERA 1988 and 14-19 Education and 
Skills 2005 are examples of legislation that has undoubtedly had an impact on how 
the academy operates. However, it is current policy that is the biggest driver for the 
day to day structures of the academy. The Importance of Teaching: the Schools 
White Paper (DfE 2010), published in November 2010, seven months after the 
change of government, changed the way in which schools could gain academy 
status: the formal partnerships of the past were no longer required.  
4.2.3 The process of generating policy document data: 
To identify the policies to be analysed as part of the study, a list was devised 
containing policies that related to collaborative practice. These were initially 
analysed for key words relating to collaboration and partnerships (Titscher et al 
2000) with a brief outline of policy intentions being included. The initial policy 
analysis is presented in Appendix B. This provided an overview of the historical 
policies in order to contextualise the specific policies chosen for the more detailed 
analysis mentioned at the start of this chapter.  
The selected policies were analysed using the policy analysis framework that was 
discussed in Section 3.3.7 and developed by Hodgson and Spours (2006b). It 
provides a context for the policy along with a textual analysis showing the 
frequency of key words from the text and by using these key words; the sections of 
the policy that related to teacher collaboration were identified. Using the policy 
analysis framework, the policies were put into context in terms of the policy 
process, political era and political space. To complete the policy analysis framework, 
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a section was added for conclusions. Appendix C contains the data gathered from 
the analysis of selected policies. Section 4.2.7 presents the findings from the policy 
and document analysis. 
4.2.4 Policy document data: 
The following policies were chosen for analysis in this study because the pay and 
conditions (as well as the standards which teachers need to meet) are the essence 
of the profession.  
 
The School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document 2014 (DfE 2014) 
Teachers’ Standards Guidance for School Leaders, School Staff and Governing 
Bodies 2013 (DfE 2013) 
Teachers’ Standards: May 2012 (DfE 2012) 
Professional Standards for Teachers 2007 (TDA 2007) 
 
Collaboration within an academy which is driven by practitioners needed to be 
encompassed by these policies. The interview data for this study showed that post-
threshold teachers and teachers who are looking to meet the threshold standards, 
were using the Professional Standards for Teachers (TDA 2007) as a driver for being 
involved in collaborative practice. The awareness of this government policy was 
clearly evident in the interviews conducted (see Interview data analysis Section 4.4). 
The political context for these policies was focussed on raising standards of teaching 
(TDA 2007; DfE 2012). Arguably, the context contains an agenda that is manifested 
as a mistrust of the teaching profession and doubt in teachers’ ability to improve 
standards without legislation. Ball (2003) discusses the model of performativity. 
This is where regulation employs judgements and comparisons, to control and 
change organisations in a rewards and sanctions culture. Alongside extensive school 
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regeneration in terms of the Building Schools for the Future programme, the 
government provided legislation to set standards of teaching as set out in The 
Education Act (DfES 2002). This Act provided powers to set teacher’s pay and 
conditions. The Secretary of State may make provision for: 
a) the remuneration of school teachers 
b) other conditions of employment of school teachers which 
relate to their professional duties or working time  
(DfES 2002:77) 
Under this Act, the Professional Standards for Teachers (TDA 2007) were introduced 
with effect from September 2007 as a framework of professional standards for 
teachers. This landmark policy provided a benchmark by which teachers’ 
performance could be measured (Ball 2006) as the criteria were to be used as part 
of performance management processes. The Standards were set within a context of 
increased accountability for raising standards and are a framework that: 
12. Post-threshold Teachers are able to act as role models for teaching 
and learning, make a distinctive contribution to raising standards 
across the school, continue to develop their expertise post-threshold 
and provide regular coaching and mentoring to less experienced 
teachers. 
(TDA 2007:4) 
The assumption was that post-threshold teachers are best placed to provide 
mentoring and coaching. This also instils a hierarchy within schools, establishing an 
internal consulting model and ignoring peer coaching. The framework also defined 
the professional duties expected for teachers at each career stage, as follows: 
 Qualified Teacher Status (QTS)(Q) 
 Teachers on main pay scale – core standards – (C) 
 Upper pay spine or post-threshold standards – (P) 
 Excellent Teachers – (E) 
 Advanced Skills Teachers (AST)– (A) 
(TDA 2007:2) 
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The framework for the Professional Standards for Teachers were statements of 
professional attributes, setting out expectations of understanding and skill required 
at each stage of a teacher’s career. Each stage was arranged in three sections 
comprising of:  
A: Professional attributes  
B: Professional knowledge and understanding and  
C: Professional skills.  
Under the core standards, teachers were required to: 
 C6: Have a commitment to collaboration and co-operative working 
where appropriate. 
 C9: Act upon advice and feedback and be open to coaching and 
mentoring. 
 C40: Work as a team member and identify opportunities for 
working with colleagues, managing their work where appropriate 
and sharing the development of effective practice with them.  
(TDA 2007:15:16:21) 
The political agenda and rationale for the standards was set out in a DfE press 
release. In launching the standards, Michael Gove said: 
The Teacher’s Standards....set clear expectations about the skills that 
every teacher in our schools should demonstrate. They will make a 
significant improvement to teaching by ensuring teachers can focus on 
the skills that matter most.   
(Gove 2011) 
In May 2012, the Teachers’ Standards were published. This document replaced the 
Standards for Qualified Teachers and the core standards, along with the General 
Teaching Council for England’s Code of Conduct and Practice for Registered 
Teachers. The new standards applied to the vast majority of teachers, regardless of 
the stage of their teaching career. From September 2012, the performance of 
teachers was assessed against the standards and linked to the appraisal process 
(DfE 2012). It could be argued that this a further example of regulation linked to a 
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mistrust of teacher professionalism and performativity (Ball 2006). The School 
Teachers’ Pay and Conditions document 2014 sets out the statutory guidance 
relating to teachers’ pay and conditions for maintained schools in England and 
Wales. Whilst other schools, like academies, are expected to have their own pay 
policy outlining teachers’ terms and conditions which should follow that of the 
School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions document 2014 (DfE 2014a). ‘The Teachers’ 
Standards can be used by all schools and teachers to identify development needs 
and plan professional development’ (DfE 2014b:1). These standards set out the 
minimum level of professional practice expected. The standards are introduced in 
the document as follows: 
1. The new Teachers’ Standards published by the Secretary of State for 
Education introduce some significant changes in terms of structure, 
content and application.... 
The new standards define the minimum level of practice expected of 
trainees and teachers from the point of being awarded Qualified 
Teacher Status.  
(DfE 2012:2) 
 
The Teachers’ Standards have to be analysed in conjunction with two other 
documents which provide the framework for pay and conditions in addition to 
guidance for stakeholders. Both of these documents were published with the 
Teachers’ Standards (DfE 2012) and attached as part of the policy content. As such, 
the pay and conditions document as well as the guidance are interlinked and this 
policy analysis combines the elements of the documents for the study: 
 The School Teachers’ Pay and Conditions Document 2014 and guidance on 
school teachers’ pay and conditions. (DfE 2014) 
 Teachers’ Standards – guidance for school leaders, school staff and 
governing bodies. (DfE 2013) 
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The School Teachers’ pay and conditions document which was updated for 2014, 
consists of 88 pages, three of which contain the Teachers’ Standards. The 
‘document contains provisions relating to the statutory conditions of employment 
of school teachers’ in England and Wales’ (DfE 2014a:7). It outlines the statutory 
requirements for teachers pay and conditions for maintained schools in England 
and Wales but any party not following the guidance would ‘need to have good 
reason not to do so’ (DfE 2014a:5). The document details, amongst other 
procedures, teachers’ pay scales and allowances, pay policy along with safeguarding 
procedures. The Pay and Conditions Document contains the Teachers’ Standards: 
....as they underpin the appraisal process and the assessment process 
for accessing the upper pay range. 
(DfE 2014a:51) 
Further guidance on the Teachers’ Standards is detailed in the 2013 guidance 
document (DfE 2013). This document includes a web link to The Education (School 
Teachers’ Appraisal) (England) Regulations 2012 as the standards refer to the 2012 
appraisal policy. The guidance sets out the legal standing and interpretation of the 
standards as well as containing a section on progression and professional 
development. In this section, the guidance states that: 
Appropriate self-evaluation, reflection and professional development 
activity is critical to improving teachers’ practice at all career stages. 
The standards set out clearly the key areas in which a teacher should 
be able to assess his or her own practice, and receive feedback from 
colleagues.  
(DfE 2013:7) 
The document also explicitly states that teachers are required to extend their skills 
and knowledge as part of professional development. To receive feedback, a teacher 
would need to be working collaboratively with a colleague or be observed as part of 
a structured schedule aimed at improving practice. This raises the issue of 
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collegiality (Hargreaves 1994). The Teachers’ Standards (DfE 2012) are not as 
specific about teacher collaboration compared to what is set out in the Professional 
Standards for Teachers (TDA 2007). However, under part 1, section 8, fulfil wider 
professional responsibilities, the document states that teachers should:  
• Make a positive contribution to the wider life and ethos of the school  
• Develop effective professional relationships with colleagues, knowing how 
and when to draw on advice and specialist support  
• Deploy support staff effectively  
•Take responsibility for improving teaching through appropriate 
professional development, responding to advice and feedback from 
colleagues  
(DfE 2012:9) 
The standards, although explicitly related to teacher collaboration, set out a 
framework in which there is an expectation that teachers make a positive 
contribution to the wider life and ethos of the school (Figure 6). 
 
In February 2014, the Department for Education updated an information sheet 
entitled ‘Teachers’ Standards: How should they be used?’ This leaflet states that: 
Teachers applying to access the upper pay range will be assessed as to 
whether they are highly competent in all elements of the Teachers’ 
Standards and whether their achievements and contribution to an 
educational setting are substantial and sustained.  
(DfE 2014b) 
Figure 6:  Teachers’ Standards: how should they be used? (DfE 2014b) 
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In the Teachers’ Standards, linking appraisal, professional development and the 
application process for upper pay range, form the central part of the judgments for 
appraisal and OfSTED. Therefore, they are a major policy driver for teacher practice. 
Teachers need to operate within the Teachers’ Standards framework. The 
Framework clearly states that teachers must ‘take responsibility for improving 
teaching through appropriate professional development’ which includes responding 
to the advice and feedback from colleagues through collaborative processes. 
Teachers are also expected to know when to seek specialist support (DfE 2012:9). 
Although the Teachers’ Standards replaced the QTS and Core Standards from the 
Professional Standards for Teachers (TDA 2007), the Standards for Teachers Post-
Threshold are still current and can be used to determine whether a teacher 
progresses up the pay spine. As a requirement of being on the upper pay spine, 
teachers are required to meet the core and post-threshold standards. This also 
included the standards: 
 P9: promote collaboration and work effectively as a team member 
 P10 Contribute to the professional development of colleagues through 
coaching and mentoring, demonstrating effective practice and 
providing advice and feedback  
(TDA 2007:8) 
The explicit need to promote collaborative practice and work effectively as part of a 
team, in addition to developing other colleagues through coaching and mentoring, 
was mentioned by several teachers in the interviews. This was highlighted as one of 
the drivers for collaboration.  
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The Importance of Teaching: The Schools White Paper 2010 (DfE 2010) 
The actions we set out in this White Paper learn systematically from 
the most effective and fastest improving school systems in the world. 
They are designed to tackle the weaknesses of our system, 
strengthening the status of teachers and teaching, reinforcing the 
standards set by the curriculum and qualifications, giving schools back 
the freedom to determine their own destiny, making them more 
accountable to parents, and helping them to learn more quickly and 
systematically from good practice elsewhere. Through taking these 
steps, we believe that we will create a system in which schools are 
better able to raise standards, narrow the gap in attainment between 
rich and poor and enable all young people to stay in education or 
training until at least the age of 18.  
(DfE 2010:15) 
The Schools White Paper was selected for analysis as the case academy is a 
converter academy enacted by this policy. The nature of collaboration that exists is 
of interest because of the academy’s status and it thus forms the basis of this 
research. This White Paper set out a significant change in the way schools could be 
governed, managed and funded, making it easier to become an academy. The 
Importance of Teaching: The Schools White Paper, published on 24th November 
2010, outlines the newly elected coalition government’s policy on the development 
of a self-improving education system. The paper explained the development of the 
academy programme, allowing for schools to have greater autonomy in terms of 
policies. The expansion of the academies programme was acknowledged to have 
started in May 2010, at the very start of the new government.  
The paper states: 
In May 2010, the Secretary of State invited outstanding schools to 
benefit from the freedom that academy status brings. Since August 
2010, 80 new academies have opened. [with] A further 118 Academies 
in the near future.  
(DfE 2010:55) 
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The paper puts forward the rationale for the development of the Academy 
programme, stating that: 
Across the world the case for the benefits of school autonomy has 
been established beyond doubt. 
(DfE 2010:11) 
By converting to academy status, a school can gain powers to set its own curriculum 
and have greater control of its finances by reducing central government and Local 
Authority bureaucracy, having greater freedoms to innovate and raise standards 
(Hicks 2015). It can also be noted that the introduction states that ‘giving schools 
back the freedom to determine their own destiny’ implies that schools had been 
given these ‘freedoms’ before and perhaps demonstrates the policy amnesia 
metaphor described by Higham and Yeomans (2007). The vision outlined in the 
policy is: 
We want every school to be able to shape its own character, frame its 
own ethos and develop its own specialisms, free of either central or 
local bureaucratic constraint. It is our ambition, therefore, to help 
every school which wishes to enjoy greater freedom to achieve 
Academy status. Some schools will not want to acquire Academy 
status just yet; others do not yet have the capacity to enjoy full 
Academy freedoms without external support or sponsorship. But our 
direction of travel is towards schools as autonomous institutions 
collaborating with each other on terms set by teachers, not 
bureaucrats. 
(DfE 2010:11) 
 
It is our ambition that Academy status should be the norm for all state 
schools, with schools enjoying direct funding and full independence 
from central and local bureaucracy.  
(DfE 2010:51) 
 
To achieve this, the paper sets out to ‘increase of freedom and autonomy by 
opening up the academies programme to all schools’ and to ‘ensure that there is 
support for schools to increasingly collaborate through academy chains and multi-
school trusts and federations’ (DfE 2010:12). To promote collaboration, incentives 
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worth £35m each year were announced in the White Paper to ‘reward schools who 
support and improve weaker school performance, whist improving their own’. (DfE 
2010:76). The White Paper is focussed on schools working together, whether they 
were part of an academy chain or not, to improve school performance. If a school 
was not part of an academy chain, but wished to take advantage of the freedoms 
associated with academy status, it was expected that the establishment in question 
would work with other schools to meet the requirements of academy status. The 
assumption here is that direct government funding and full independence from 
notional Local Authority bureaucracy can be achieved; they are not interrelated. 
The report argues that collaboration would be on the teachers’ terms, with the 
assumption that the tensions of competition imposed by autonomy do not play a 
part on the willingness of schools to collaborate. 
We will expect every school judged by OfSTED to be outstanding or 
good with outstanding features which converts into an Academy to 
commit to supporting at least one weaker school in return for 
Academy status. This will provide an additional pool of excellent 
potential sponsors to accelerate the transformation of some of our 
weakest schools.  
(DfE 2010:11) 
The expectation to support other schools, which is directed as part of this policy, 
has been of interest in this study and has been investigated through the 
questionnaires and interviews conducted with academy staff.  
4.2.5 Document data: 
In March 2013, the House of Commons Education Committee (HCEC) announced an 
enquiry into school partnerships and cooperation (Figure 7). The call for evidence 
asked for submissions of written evidence that considered a range of points relating 
to collaboration and cooperation between academies, as well as the effectiveness 
of the partnerships between schools, especially converter academies. The report 
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was published in November 2013 (HCEC 2013). The background to the inquiry was 
to assess the impact of 2010 Schools White Paper vision regarding the self-
improving school system, through the academies programme and school 
collaboration. Evidence for the report was gained by the receipt of ‘around 50 
submissions of written evidence from a range of organisations’ (HCEC 2013:6).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The report mentions collaborative organisations, such as the ‘PiXL Club’ as being 
one of the many school-to-school organisations that were not government funded 
and had been established over the past few years to allow collaboration between 
schools. The PiXL club was mentioned by several teachers in the interviews for this 
research. The report (HCEC 2013:17) found a ‘wide range of ways in which schools 
work together and many different models of school partnership and cooperation 
Figure 7: Call for evidence 
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that support this’. They posit that diversity is important to the success of the 
autonomy. The report contains detail about the collaborations between schools 
that are part of chains. It reports on incentivising collaborative practice by financial 
rewards, suggesting that funding is needed so that schools do not suffer losses 
when providing services to other schools. The notion of competition between 
schools and how this had affected collaboration was debated as part of the written 
evidence. The conclusions state that tensions of competition were largely creative 
tensions and that collaboration between local schools ‘is growing in many forms in a 
competitive school system’ (HCEC 2013:15). However, the report does not provide 
such a rosy picture of collaboration in converter academies: 
During this inquiry, we received overwhelming evidence that converter 
academies are not living up to this expectation and pulling their weight 
when it comes to supporting other schools.  
(HCEC 2013:36) 
 
One suggestion in the report argued that this was because:  
Converter academies tend to be confident, independent, competitive 
schools with little or no interest in the wider system. Their 
commitment to form and develop real collaboration is often negligible. 
 (HCEC 2013:36) 
The recommendations in the report call for the Department for Education to 
urgently review its arrangements for monitoring the expectation of converter 
academies, like the case academy, to provide a picture of the support provided. 
However, the recommendation also states that: 
Outstanding converter academies are able to support other schools in 
the ways in which they think will bring about the best results. 
(HCES 2013:42) 
 
The Academies Commission recommended that OfSTED should only 
judge a school’s leadership as outstanding if the school could provide 
evidence of a contribution to system-wide improvement.  
(HCES 2013:12) 
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The report (HCES 2013) describes the many benefits of collaboration between 
schools, in particular, the role of collaboration as a tool for school improvement. 
The evidence collected seemed to support this. 
 
OfSTED report, November 2014: 
The case academy was awarded outstanding in its first inspection by OfSTED since 
converting to academy status. In the report, some aspects of the academies 
collaborative practice are mentioned. In contextualising the academy, the 
inspectors noted that: 
The school works with [local Further Education] College to provide a 
small number of students with the opportunity to complete alternative 
vocational courses that it does not run, such as animal care and 
construction.  
(OfSTED 2014:3) 
In the section on leadership and management, the OfSTED report mentions and 
praises, the quality of the ‘well-matched’ professional development, describing the 
opportunities as: 
....high quality and personalised for all staff ensuring they have 
opportunity to develop their practice and skills. .Staff show a desire to 
improve their practice, reflecting on their own performance and how it 
can be improved.  
(OfSTED 2014:4) 
The professional development opportunities are discussed later in this 
chapter (Sections 4.5 and 4.6) as part of the data collected for this study. 
There is also reference to collaboration with other establishments in the 
leadership and management section of the OfSTED report: 
The programme of careers guidance across the school starts in Year 7 
and includes opportunities such as ‘The world of work day’ at a local 
college. 
(OfSTED 2014:4) 
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It would seem that during the inspection, the professional development 
opportunities provided by the academy were effective in terms of improving 
practice. Collaboration with the local college is noted in the OfSTED report but there 
is no mention of any formal collaboration with or commitment to support weaker 
schools. This was outlined in the White Paper (DfE 2010) and is part of awarded 
academy status.  
Internal academy documentation: 
Academy Development Plan: 
In 2008, the case academy changed from SSAT Technology College Status to a Trust 
School. The 2008-2009 school plan, entitled ‘Good To Great’, was based on the 
management tool book by Collins (2001) which outlines strategies to transform 
organisations from ‘good to great’ in addition to the planning tool concept 
introduced by Hargreaves (2006) in his work: A New Shape for Schooling where he 
introduces the model of the four ‘Deeps’. The 2008-2009 school plan sets out the 
direction of school development and improvement by stating as part of its vision: 
 We will fulfil our moral purpose by engaging and collaborating to 
help improve the life chances of all young people, locally, 
nationally and globally. 
 PARTNERSHIPS FOR LEARNING – As a catalyst for change we will 
become a Trust School and recognise that effective external 
partnerships are key to both our own and system wide 
improvements. 
(The case academy school plan 2008-2009) 
These concepts have been the drivers for school improvement which have seen the 
academy recently gain the OfSTED grade of ‘outstanding’ (OfSTED 2014). In the 
school plan 2011-2012, at the start of the new converter academy status, the 
Leadership Team Plan stated: 
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 Coaching Model- We need to invest in a coaching model and we 
will have one in place by January 2012.  
 Federation- Can we offer a [Case academy] federation of 
primaries? The head at [Local Primary School] has expressed a 
desire to meet up and look to future possibility of formal 
partnerships. Is there a [Local] Strategy Plan to consider which 
involves a 420 primary school on a [Local] secondary school site? 
(The case academy plan 2011-2012) 
This 2011-12 school plan recognises that in 2010- 2011, at the time of writing, the 
plan, in coaching terms, states the academy was in the following position: 
 
 Central Leaders to take responsibility for developing their own 
teams- people development – a school based on learning AND 
leadership. 
 Leaders sometimes provide in-house CPD for members of their 
own teams. 
 Some coaching in place but still no whole system established for 
teaching and support staff. 
(The case academy plan 2011-2012) 
 
For development, the leadership identified the areas of strategic development that 
were to be in place by 2014: 
 A coaching model established and in place.  
 Coaching of Central Leaders a key lever in the next step for the 
school. 
 
And to achieve this, the academy intended: 
 Expectations that all Central Leaders are / have taken part in SSAT 
/ [MAT] courses – costs £2K for 4 middle leaders in 2012 – target 
our poorest performing leaders in terms of examination results 
August 2011. 
 New teacher standards issued by central government and 
rigorously applied at [The case academy]. 
 Coaching model in place – valued and established in 2011. 
The coaching model, described in the 2011-2012 academy plan, had identified 
Central Leaders actions. The coaching model was planned to be in place by January 
2012, with the objective being to ensure that behaviour and learning was 
outstanding.  All upper pay spine staff were to have coaching embedded as a firm 
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expectation as part of their professional practice under the Professional Standards 
for Teachers – Post Threshold P10 (TDA 2007) and linked to the appraisal process. It 
is clear the academy identified coaching as a strategy for school improvement 
linked to staff development. This was directed at upper pay spine teachers, 
inevitably producing a hierarchical structure. The effectiveness of this policy was 
explored through the research questions when addressing the nature and extent of 
collaborative practice.  
The academy’s Sharing the Vision document 2013-2014, establishes the strategic 
intentions for academy development.  It lists ten drivers for success, five of which 
are related to networking, collaboration or communication. These are:  
 
5 Use learning technologies to support, enhance and extend – ICT USED 
RESPONSIBLY 
6 Promote leadership at all levels –GREAT LEADERS ARE VITAL 
8  Build partnerships within and across the school community – NO 
ISLANDS 
9  Share structures, systems and procedures – NETWORKS – UK AND 
BEYOND 
10  Identify and share innovation and best practice – Wales / OfSTED/ 
LOCALLY 
(Sharing the Vision document 2013-2014) 
 
These ten drivers of success, indicated in this document and published to all staff, 
indicate the academy’s acceptance that building partnerships and sharing practice is 
an established principle of the academy. The Leadership Team state: 
NETWORKING: I would like each of our faculties to network with another 
leading school nationally and/or internationally; they will develop a 
partnership for sharing resources, partnership training and school 
exchanges. We must make full use of ICT including video conferencing to 
achieve this goal. Our close links with the SSAT (Specialist Schools and 
Academies Trust) will help us achieve this goal. 
(Sharing the Vision document 2013-2014) 
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This indicates the academy wishes to drive networking forward and develop e-
networking tools. As academy policy, this should be a driver for collaborative 
practice with external organisations. The effectiveness of this policy was 
investigated through the research questions. The practitioner interpretation of 
collaboration was investigated during the interviews for this study (Section 4.5). 
Moving forward, it is acknowledged, in The Sharing the Vision document 2014-2015, 
entitled ‘Progress for All’, that from 2014 onwards the academy is looking to 
develop its local networking, establishing formal partnerships with the local Further 
Education College by developing a new Multi-Academy Trust. This would provide 
more opportunities in terms of post-16 teaching for current staff. It is also noted 
that the ethos relating to networking in the 2013-2014 document is reprinted.  
Other academy based documentation and publications include the academy 
newsletter. The documents celebrate successes in the academy, including 
collaborative practice. This was mentioned by respondents to the questionnaire and 
by interviewees during the qualitative data gathering process.  
Case academy Pay Policy: 
The 2013 Pay Policy, effective at the time the interviews were conducted, was 
available to all staff on the academy’s intranet. It was also available under The 
Freedom of Information Act to members of the public. The academy’s Pay Policy 
2013 described the requirements of the Upper Pay Scale (post-threshold) teacher 
outlined in The Teachers’ Standards. The list of Teachers’ Standards is attached to 
the Pay Policy 2013 and to the updated Pay Policy 2014. The academy policy stated 
under the section entitled ‘team working and collaboration’, a teacher must: 
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P9. Promote collaboration and work effectively as a team member. 
P10. Contribute to the professional development of colleagues 
through coaching and mentoring, demonstrating effective practice, 
and providing advice and feedback. 
(Case academy pay policy 2013) 
 
And, in relation to Performance Pay, the policy stated: 
 
UPS teachers are ‘highly competent in all elements of the relevant 
teacher standards’ and their ‘achievements and contribution to the 
school are substantial and sustained’.  This will need to be 
demonstrated through the Appraisal process.  
(Case academy pay policy 2013) 
 
In the 2014 Pay Policy, the definition of UPS teachers and the following statement 
were included in the body of the policy. Therefore, the status of the UPS teacher is 
more clearly defined. The 2014 policy stated: 
For the purposes of our Pay Policy: 
 ‘highly competent’ means the teacher fully meets all of the 
Teachers’ Standards and their teaching is good to outstanding. 
Additionally they provide coaching and mentoring.  
(Case academy pay policy 2014) 
This clearly describes the attributes of a UPS teacher as well as the requirement of 
providing coaching and mentoring to progress up the upper pay scale. Teachers are 
required as part of the appraisal process to demonstrate that they are fulfilling this 
requirement (Performativity, Ball 2003). The Pay Policy 2014 has additional 
appendices that outline in more detail the requirements to move onto UPS. It 
states: 
An application from a qualified teacher to progress on to the upper 
pay range will be successful where they can demonstrate that they 
meet not only the Teachers’ Standards, but are highly competent in all 
elements of the standards and that their achievements and 
contribution are substantial and sustained. In this academy this means 
that to achieve progression, the Governing Body must be satisfied that 
the teacher meets these criteria and there is evidence from the past 2 
years of: 
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(a) Consistently outstanding teaching 
(b) Evidence of coaching and supporting colleagues to achieve 
improved student outcomes 
(c) Acting as a role model for Teaching & Learning 
(d) A commitment to personal development and CPD focussed 
on improving outcomes for students   
(e) Highly competent in all areas of the Teachers’ Standards 
(Case academy pay policy 2014) 
 
The practitioners’ understanding of this requirement to provide evidence of 
coaching was investigated through the research question on policy through data 
gained from both the interviews and questionnaires. In the interviews for this study, 
some interviewees mentioned the requirements of the post-threshold Teachers’ 
Standards and some mentioned that collaboration should be focussed on improving 
the outcomes for students: 55% mentioned this in the interviews. The need to 
coach and mentor colleagues as a statutory requirement was mentioned by 13%. 
None mentioned the academy’s Pay Policy (Section 4.5.3 Interview Q3). 
Funding Agreement: 
On becoming a Single Academy in 2011, the trustees of the academy were provided 
with a Funding Agreement detailing the requirements by which the academy would 
be funded. The then Secretary of State for Education, Michael Gove MP, provided a 
letter (Appendix D) accompanying the Funding Agreement. In the letter Mr Gove 
states: 
[The case] school will now have the opportunity to use the freedoms 
and flexibilities of Academy status, to share best practice and work 
with others to bring about sustained improvements to all schools in 
the area.  
(Case academy Funding Agreement 2011:1) 
 
Under the conditions of the grant the Funding Agreement states: 
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12) Other conditions and requirements in respect of the Academy are 
that:  
 (a) The school will be at the heart of its community, promoting 
community cohesion, sharing facilities with other schools and the 
wider community. 
 (d) Teachers’ level of pay and conditions of service for all 
employees will be the responsibility of the Academy Trust  
(Case academy Funding Agreement 2011:7) 
 
117) Without prejudice to any other provision of this Agreement, the 
Secretary of State acting reasonably may from time to time call for 
information on, inter alia, the Academy’s: 
(e) Outreach work with other schools and the local community.  
(Case academy Funding Agreement 2011:34) 
The statements highlighted that they are a requirement, as part of the Funding 
Agreement, that the academy shares its facilities with other schools and that the 
Secretary of State could request information on any outreach work that the 
academy undertakes. Section (d) means that the academy has a responsibility to set 
its own pay and conditions but that they also must follow the guidance from the 
Secretary of State; these terms and conditions for employment are detailed in the 
academy’s’ Pay Policy. Although it is part of the Funding Agreement that the 
Academy Trust must work with other schools and organisations, it does not specify 
the nature of the collaboration academies need to follow. 
 
Academy exam performance data: 
To address the impact of the academy’s collaborative cultures and the effectiveness 
of a professional learning community, one criterion mentioned by Stoll et al (2006a) 
is the ultimate impact on pupil learning; however, social development, they admit, 
is hard to measure.  The 2014 OfSTED report discusses students’ attitudes towards 
the academy. This has been included in the analysis of documents and policies 
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section of this thesis. Improved student attainment should be the outcome for any 
development initiative of change in practice. Stoll et al (2006a) state: 
In secondary schools, where the extent of internal support for 
professional learning was reported to be greater, the level of pupil 
progress was also higher.  
(Stoll et al 2006a:9) 
Published exam performance data for the academy is as follows: 
 
Table 9: Academy published exam performance data 
Year Percentage of  students attaining 5 A*-C including English and Maths 
2004 28% 
2005 30% 
2006 33% 
2007 38% 
2008 38% 
2009 45% 
2010 54% 
2011 69% 
2012 70% 
2013 74% 
2014 71% 
To contextualise this data, the Fisher Family Trust (FFT), who set exam performance 
benchmarks, stated that in 2014, to meet their category D (FFTD), which would put 
the academy in the top 25% of schools for student attainment, the target was to be 
65%. The case academy has a letter of congratulation form the DfE in 2012, stating 
that it was in the top 100 schools in the UK for 'sustained improvement'.  
(Appendix D). 
4.2.6 The development of new initiatives for collaboration: 
In the questionnaire and interviews analysed later in this chapter, the term PiXL or 
PiXL Club is used by several respondents and interviewees. It seemed appropriate 
then, that analysis of this development in collaboration should be included in this 
chapter. Although it is not a formal written document or policy, it is a mechanism 
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used by the case academy to improve performance, through the collaboration of 
school leaders, based on the concept of sharing new ideas. Whilst focusing on 
supporting and developing examination results, it is run as a non-profit 
organisation. Membership of the club provides the academy with: ‘Vibrant, 
purposeful conferences and networks of people complemented by online 
resources, training opportunities and development programmes’. (PiXL Club web 
site 2014 http://www.pixl.org.uk/page/default.asp?title=Home&pid=1 ) 
The PiXL Club works with over 1500 schools, including secondary, primary, pupil 
referral units and sixth forms, with its aims being to improve the life chances of 
young people, realised through improved educational achievement. The cost of 
annual membership for an 11-16 school is £3,200 + VAT accurate as of 2014/2015. 
This next-generation of collaboration works by providing club members with the 
membership benefits of: 
 A personal preliminary visit to speak with the school leaders so that all 
schools engaged with PiXL understand and are happy with the PiXL 
process. 
 Attend six main meetings each year with a lively, exciting, enthusiastic 
and informed network of people. Each meeting is a half day in length 
and held at a Central London venue. Lunch is included. 
 Following each main meeting (except after the June meeting), each 
member school is visited by an ‘Associate’, one of our team of serving 
Heads/Deputies or consultants to ensure that the member school has 
all that they need to implement the advice we offer 
 Access to personalised learning checklists for English, Mathematics 
and other Baccalaureate subjects. 
 Latest advice and wisdom shared across the network of PiXL schools to 
ensure highest achievement. 
 Access to PiXL website and our resources on Huddle  
(The PiXL Club Website 2014) 
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In 2008, a report by NOVEL Teaming, an American company offering a suite of ‘next-
generation collaboration tools’, was aimed at promoting the sharing of documents 
and vision. This enabled staff and students to interact through discussion forums, 
wikis and blogs regardless of location. NOVEL noted that the social networking 
phenomenon has become a mode of choice amongst young people and that:  
Young people figured out several years ago that social networking is an 
amazingly effective way of communicating. 
Leading-edge educators recognise that social networking and other 
next-generation collaboration technologies can also be applied in 
more structured ways to enhance education. Next generation 
collaboration tools can provide an effective way to connect, keep 
informed, share information and ideas, and get more done in less time 
and at a lower cost.  
(NOVEL 2008:2) 
The case academy had SSAT Technology College Status prior to becoming an 
academy in 2011. Building on the technological infrastructure already established in 
the academy, along with a culture of using technology to promote and enhance 
learning in innovative ways, the development of this next-generation of 
collaboration tools was offered by the PiXL Club. The academy’s Sharing the Vision 
document 2014-2015 ‘Progress for All’ supports this continued ethos by stating: 
Schools recognise that information and communications technologies 
are now a core part of living, learning and working. ICT is an enabler 
for young people and an expected part of schooling. It is not an 
educator driven part of the curriculum but pervasive, seamlessly 
driven.  
(Sharing the Vision document 2014-2015) 
The use of ICT is embedded into the culture of the academy. Supported by this 
vision document students and staff are encouraged to develop skills in the use of 
mobile technologies, for sharing information over social networking sites like 
Twitter. Leadership members, along with some Central Leaders, have the 
opportunity to attend conferences and to network with other senior leaders. The 
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‘Huddle’ – the name given to the on-line-forum of PiXL - provides a resource, 
currently aimed at English, Maths, Science and Baccalaureate subjects, providing 
data analysis mechanisms, personal learning, checklists, Pre-Public Exam focus (PPE) 
and other resources aimed at raising achievement. Alongside this, the PiXL Club 
offers schools the chance to collaborate with other schools, by requesting help with 
topics or subjects through their newsletter. During the interviews, one Central 
Leaders interviewee mentioned that PiXL was a new development for the academy:  
I am not sure about any recent developments…Ok so a recent 
development would be that the school has subscribed to PiXL – 
Partners in Excellence – which gets different schools together to share 
strategies for raising achievement of students and provides a forum 
for sharing resources to that end, for schools. It provides regular 
conferences and meetings to discuss strategies to use. So that would 
be a new form of collaboration a recent development. (Participant 37) 
Other interviewees were a little more sceptical about the initiative. They stated: 
We are always chasing our tail, never have enough time. So then you 
are reliant on things like PiXL, [which] is our new thing as a teaching 
team in the school as a whole, but I have not had the opportunities to 
go to meetings. I think it’s got a lot of positives about it but I’m not 
sure it’s collaborative as they give out directives and we respond. I 
don’t know it’s true collaboration or if it’s just effective – very slick. 
(Participant 11) 
Sometimes as well, with the PiXL stuff it’s kind of one sided so 
sometimes you think you are getting into a collaboration but it’s just 
more coaching or people just wanting information. [Because] We are 
doing some really good things at this school. (Participant 17) 
The PiXL Club as a collaboration interface tool is aimed at promoting collaboration 
within the academy, something which is clearly understood by the Leadership Team 
and Central Leaders. Its developments, in terms of professional networking, seem 
to be the replacement of the local teacher networks established by the Local 
Authority and the introduction of national networks to share expertise through the 
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use of technology. This expands the availability of resources and expertise through 
numbers of members.  
4.2.7 Findings from policy and document data: 
In the policy analysis it is explicit there is a clear driver for the academy to 
collaborate with other schools, sharing our expertise to help improve results. The 
impact of this White Paper on practitioner collaboration and the drivers behind this 
in the case academy are: 
1. The greater autonomy for schools by converting to an academy. This 
brings increased accountability for results and taking responsibility for 
working to improve other schools, leading to improvement work 
across the school system.  
2. Schools are expected to use the autonomy to explore new ways of 
working together, with collaboration driven by school leaders and 
teachers  
3. Sharing best practice to improve results.  
(DfE 2010:52) 
The analysis of the policies relating to teachers’ pay, conditions and contractual 
obligations were interlinked with stated foci on raising standards. The policies 
contain an explicit requirement for post-threshold teachers to undertake coaching 
linked to appraisal and pay. All teachers are required to meet a standard of working 
effectively as a team member. These standards apply to the teachers in the 
academy but not non-teaching practitioners. The case academy Pay Policy contains 
the Teachers’ Standards, stating that post-threshold teachers will provide coaching.  
The HCEC (2013) report identifies converter academies, which tend to be 
competitive high performing schools, as not meeting the 2010 White Paper policy 
expectations to support weaker schools and therefore are not driving system wide 
improvement. The Funding Agreement for converter academy status did describe 
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the opportunity gained by academy status to share best practice although the 
Secretary of State may call for evidence of outreach work as part of the agreement. 
The academy’s OfSTED report makes no mention of the expectation to support 
neither weaker schools nor how the academy is meeting this expectation. 
The academy development plans analysed recognised the value of external 
partnerships. The document was explicit in promoting collaboration between 
teachers and in the development of an in-built coaching structure for all staff, not 
just for teachers. The development of teams within the academy is the 
responsibility of the Central Leaders. 
The academy has subscribed to The PiXL Club which offers an internet based sharing 
of best practice tool with conferences for senior leaders as well as resources which 
are shared with Central Leaders and teachers in some subject areas. 
4.3 The questionnaire data sources: 
The two questionnaires used as data sources had three specific aims: 
1. To evaluate the collaborative practice undertaken in the learning visits day. 
2. To collect data from as many teachers within the case academy as possible 
in order to provide an overview of the collaborative practice that is currently 
happening at all levels and to identify what may be preventing further 
collaboration.  
3. To select participants to take part in the semi-structured interviews.  
 
Although some quantitative data was collected through the two questionnaire data 
sources by the use of yes/no questions and timeline data, most of the questions 
asked were open ended, producing qualitative data for analysis. 
Questionnaire data for this study comprises of two components: 
 Learning visits day questionnaire 
 Collaborative practice questionnaire 
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Each of the two components is treated separately in this study. Both questionnaires 
were conducted using an online survey tool. This allowed me to control access to 
the questionnaires and send out invitations.  
4.4  Learning visits day questionnaire: 
At the start of the study, the case academy had planned a learning visits day; 
teachers who were involved in the GROW programme were required to undertake a 
learning visit to another establishment. The learning visits questionnaire data 
source was derived from a two-part questionnaire conducted before and after the 
visits day. The objective was to find practitioners’ perceptions of their learning 
objectives prior to the visit and then to cross-reference if this occurred in practice. 
The learning visits questionnaire was also intended to find out why staff chose 
particular establishments to visit. 
4.4.1 The process of generating learning visits day questionnaire data: 
The learning visits day questionnaire, carried out in 2012, showed me that I would 
be likely to gain a positive outcome by using an online survey tool. This 
questionnaire was based on an external learning visits INSET day which was 
organised by the academy. Practitioners were asked to plan and organise a visit to 
another school so that good practice could be observed. The learning visits 
questionnaire was used to evaluate the successfulness of the collaborative practice 
undertaken. The learning visits questionnaire was used to gain an understanding of 
practitioners’ views on collaborative practice in order to see how well the staff 
responded to online survey tools and to consider how the results could be analysed. 
The findings were produced as a report that was presented to the Leadership Team 
(Appendix E). 
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4.4.2 Learning visits day questionnaire data: 
Staff taking part in the GROW programme were targeted for the learning visits 
questionnaire, which was conducted online with participants being emailed a link. 
The first part of the questionnaire went live on 1st February 2012 and had twenty 
seven respondents.  
The first question asked respondents to give the reason why they chose the host 
school; the responses were mixed. The main reason for selection was being good 
practice 40.7% (Table 10). In further questions, 91% said the visit was linked to their 
main area of professional practice. 67% said they found it easy to arrange the visit 
with none saying that it was hard to arrange. 81% had a pre arranged plan for the 
day. This question was designed to find out if the chosen establishment was closer 
to participants’ homes than the case academy but 74% said they were going to 
travel further, with 3 respondents travelling, on average, 97 miles to their visit 
school (Section 4.4.3, Appendix E). 
Table 10: Why did you choose your host establishment? 
Why did you choose your host 
establishment? 
Response 
percentage 
Response 
count 
Personal contact 37.0% 10 
Because of their good practice 40.7% 11 
Worked with these colleagues before 18.5% 5 
Location 22.2% 6 
Performance Management Target 14.8% 4 
Other 22.2% 6 
The second question asked for the objectives of the visit. These ranged from lesson 
observations of different teaching aspects, work shadowing as well as researching 
good practice. 93% said their visit was directly linked to their professional duties. 
The final question asked what the likely impact on their professional practice could 
162 
 
be. Responses to this were all targeted at improved understanding. One respondent 
said: 
Give me a better perspective on the challenges local primary schools 
face in delivering high quality lessons to their pupils in terms of subject 
specific knowledge as well as a physical barrier. This will assist my 
understanding of pupils’ knowledge and skills when they arrive at the 
academy in year 7 and so allow me to tailor these lessons to their 
needs.   
(GROW programme member) 
The second part - post visit questionnaire was conducted and had 31 respondents. 
Of these the majority, 61%, met all of their objectives for the day, 19.4% meeting 
additional objectives not previously mentioned. This equates to 24/31 respondents 
with an extra 6 meeting some objectives. When asked how useful the visit was, only 
14% scored the day less than 5/7 with the biggest response, 45.2%, saying it was 
very useful. 6.5% said it would have a small impact on their practice most were 
more than positive about the impact on practice. 
The dissemination of information was to be mainly through faculty meetings but 
some practitioners said it would be through learning conversations as well as talks 
with their line manager. 35% said the new knowledge would be included in the 
development of schemes of learning. When asked what the most important thing 
they learnt was, respondents gave a wide range of positive answers. One said: 
I learnt that even reception [students] was independent learners and 
that the students are allowed to grow and prosper at their own pace. 
This helped me to realise that I need to remember that each and every 
student is individual.  
(GROW programme member) 
Finally, there were two questions relating to collaborative learning. Only 25% said 
that they were part of a network, although a number said that they would like to 
be. The responses defining the term collaboration related to sharing of practice. 
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Table 11 summarises the views of the respondents regarding the future: 
 
Table 11: Positive responses to future collaboration 
Would you revisit the host school? 61% 
Would you invite colleagues from your host school to the case 
academy to see our practice? 
61% 
Would you not want to visit your host school again? 4% 
Will you stay in email contact with your host school? 58% 
Will you be sharing learning resources with your host school? 42% 
 
The evidence from the survey data was positive, with staff using the time to 
develop professional practice that could be in time, transferred back to the 
academy. There did not appear to be any negative feedback; one person’s learning 
objective not being met was the exception. 
4.4.3 Findings from the learning visits day questionnaire data: 
The report of the findings of the learning visits day is presented as appendix F. The 
findings of the questionnaire show that the participants felt that the collaboration 
on the day would have a positive impact on their practice and that the day was 
useful. Dissemination of information through faculty meetings was perceived to be 
the most frequently used method of sharing learning experiences of the day, 
further embedding the collaborative learning opportunities. 
 The learning objectives were mainly linked to practitioner duties in order to 
improve practice. Practitioner responses were positive and would welcome 
reciprocal collaborative visits to the case academy. 
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4.5 The collaborative practice questionnaire: 
The next section relates to the questions and responses of the collaborative 
practice questionnaire data source. As a part of the data processing, the 
respondents were numbered and names were removed from any records or 
statistical data. Responses to the questions and graphical representations of some 
question responses can be seen in Appendix F. 
4.5.1 The process of generating collaborative practice questionnaire data: 
The collaborative practice questionnaire formed the main method of gathering 
study data. It was initially sent to two colleagues from another school as a pilot and 
these responses were later deleted so as not to contaminate the questionnaire 
data. As the academy is heavily reliant on communication through technology, all 
practitioners were computer literate and would be at ease using online survey 
tools. The timing for conducting the collaborative practice questionnaire was also 
an important consideration. This was introduced at the end of January 2014 to 
allow a timeframe that was more likely to collect data through the responses. This 
allowed for several weeks during the academy term for the questionnaire to be 
completed. Although teachers would be busy, the timing would not unduly interfere 
with any exam preparation and marking. A link to the questionnaire was provided 
on the academy’s online ‘Daily Brief’. Emailed to all staff towards the end of each 
working day, the invitation went live on 30th January 2014. In the first two days, 
there were seven responses out of approximately eighty teachers. The original 
message was repeated for two weeks on the Daily Brief. Owing to the survey being 
conducted online and also that I was not present during completion, this minimised 
the responses from researcher bias (Wellington 2000).  
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As this information was available to all staff, three responses were from non-
teachers but of these, only one gave consent to being contacted to participate in 
the interview. The forms of collaboration that they were involved in are considered 
in the questionnaire data analysis; none in this group were taken forward to the 
semi-structured interview stage following the interview selection criteria described 
in section 4.6. In essence, there would not be the breadth of valid data to add value 
to the study. The research choice not to include the three participants identified as 
support staff in the interviews was based on the quantity of data that would be 
gained from those who completed the questionnaire and indicated themselves to 
be in this category. Other non-teachers, who had more senior roles within the 
academy, were classified at that seniority level and selected for interview based 
upon this (Section 4.6). 
The selection criteria for interview were applied to both teachers and support staff; 
the categories were combined, treating the groups as having a comparable level of 
seniority within the academy. Two of the support staff who responded to the 
questionnaire stated that they were not involved in collaborative practice either 
within the case academy or with outside institutions, although one was aware of a 
technicians’ network and the other had led a Learning Forum session. These 
responses were similar to a number of the teacher responses and therefore were 
selected in the same way but not taken forward for interview. 
Paper copies of the questionnaire were available for colleagues to fill in if needed. 
In the end, only two colleagues chose to complete paper copies and their responses 
were transferred onto the online survey tool to simplify the data analysis process. I 
also personally reminded a number of teachers over the course of five weeks, 
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asking if they would complete the questionnaire. I then sent them a follow up email 
that contained the link. This method seemed to be the most productive as the 
teachers liked to have a personal invitation as it enabled them to have a more 
detailed explanation of what the research was about. Consequently they seemed 
more confident in taking part.  
When the data was received from the collaborative practice questionnaire, the 
responses were in a table format from Google docs. The data was then exported to 
an Excel file; this enabled statistical analysis in the form of graphs and allowed for 
grouping of responses for specific questions in terms of qualitative data. The 
programme did not allow for each individual record to be displayed separately. To 
achieve this, a mail-merge word document was set up and the data exported to 
produce individual records. It was the individual records and the excel spreadsheet 
that were used for the data analysis, allowing for the coding of responses in 
addition to the development of tables and charts. 
Before the collaborative practice questionnaire data was analysed, a framework 
was devised in order to ‘organise a fairly miscellaneous set of answers’ (Munn and 
Drever 1995:41). Coding of the qualitative data, gathered in the open ended 
questions from the collaborative practice questionnaire, was achieved by 
generating tables of responses and linking together the respondents who replied 
with similar answers. The approach of ‘making the categories derived from the data’ 
(Munn and Drever 1995:42) was chosen as the open ended questions produced 
(Wellington 2000) a range of responses that could not be predicted in advance. This 
allowed for separate categories to be included for responses that did not fit easily 
into other categories.  
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4.5.2 The collaborative practice questionnaire data 
The collaborative practice questionnaire was designed specifically to gather data 
which would address all the research questions. A total of forty one questionnaires 
were completed between 30/1/2014 and 2/6/2014 with thirty seven from teachers 
and four from support staff, equating to 42% of the academy’s teaching population. 
I hoped to achieve a return rate of approximately 40% for the questionnaire. The 
analysis tool also provided data on the date and time the collaborative practice 
questionnaire was completed. 22% completed the collaborative practice 
questionnaire outside of the normal hours of 9am-5pm with 19.5 % being 
completed between the hours of 12 – 1pm. The peak time for completing the 
questionnaires was in the afternoon between 12 – 5pm. Twenty one 
questionnaires, 51% were completed during this period of time.  
To increase the response rate, Oppenheim (1992:104) offers a range of strategies 
which include ‘publicity, sponsorship and incentives’. I was able, as Oppenheim 
(1992:104) suggests, to give ‘advance warning’ in my discussions with some 
colleagues both before and during the questionnaire data collection phase. 
Although collecting the time of data completion was not a primary objective for the 
study, it seems to indicate that the respondents were prompted to complete the 
questionnaire at times when they were able to give it their full attention. Some 
respondents remarked that the collaborative practice questionnaire did not take 
long to complete and were thankful for this. Others had two attempts as they 
remarked that they were unsure of what to include and needed time to think. It was 
some of this group who were directly approached. I asked Would it be possible for 
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you to fill out my questionnaire as part of my research into the collaborative practice 
in the academy? The questionnaires were introduced using the following wording: 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. The aim 
of the research is to find out what collaborative practice is happening 
at (the case academy) and its strengths and weaknesses. The 
responses will be treated in confidence, but please provide your name 
so I can get back to you. 
The introduction was intended to outline the aims of the research and to reassure 
participants that the responses would be treated in confidence. One colleague 
checked that the responses were to be anonymised, as Oppenheim (1996) states 
that:  
... all identifying information will be destroyed at the data processing 
stage. Identifying respondents by a code number rather than by name 
may be reassuring to some extent.  
(Oppenheim 1996:105) 
He describes confidentiality of the questionnaire data as follows: 
All survey data must be treated as confidential, in the sense that only 
the researcher(s) will have access to them, and steps must be taken to 
ensure that no information will be published about identifiable 
persons or organisations without their permission.  
(Oppenheim 1992:104) 
The questions produced a mixture of quantitative and qualitative data, being 
structured to explore the range of collaborative practice that was happening.  
1. What is your Job role? 
The first question asked on the collaborative practice questionnaire was related to 
the respondent’s job role (Figure 8). This was to select participants for interview 
and also to compare the forms of collaboration undertaken in relation to the 
respondent’s level of seniority. 
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The questionnaire had four options: Senior Leadership, Central Leader, Teacher or 
Support Staff. There was also a box labelled ‘other’ allowing respondents to type in 
their own job role. In this box, Subject Leader, second in faculty and head of year 
was added by the respondents. Of the three respondents who indicated their role 
as teachers, two were Subject Leaders and one a whole academy initiative leader. A 
second in faculty indicated themselves as Central Leader. This raised a few issues in 
terms of data analysis and selection for interview on the basis of job role. A fifth 
category, Subject Leader, was set up to accommodate teachers with a job role as a 
second in faculty, Subject Leader or having a position of responsibility not equating 
to Central Leader. The head of year was categorised as Central Leader. At this point, 
I also changed the term Senior Leadership to Leadership Team to assist with coding 
and clarification within the academy. As some non-teachers were included in some 
of the other categories, the three questionnaire respondents who said they were 
support staff were included in the teacher’s category. This then allowed for the 
analysis of data and the selection of interviewees to be based on the same number 
of categories, based on the seniority of post rather than on who was a teaching or 
non-teaching member of staff. 
Figure 8: What is your job role? 
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2. Are you involved in any mentoring/coaching at [the case academy]? If so, 
please describe. If not, why? 
The intention of this question was to focus mainly on coaching practice within the 
academy in order to differentiate coaching and mentoring from any other types of 
collaborative practice that may have been happening in the academy. The 
responses to this question were presented in two categories: the mentoring or 
coaching of trainee teachers and Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs). Twenty 
respondents said they were involved in the mentoring or coaching of qualified 
teachers to improve practice. 58% said they were involved in the mentoring of 
trainees and NQTs with 27% saying that they were involved with trainees/NQTs and 
experienced staff. Some responses were specific, for example: “coaching a member 
of staff with reference to controlled assessments” (Participant 18) or “mentoring a 
new colleague who is new to Subject Leadership” (Participant 37). Only one 
member of staff responded saying that they were “being coached from my more 
experienced colleagues” (Participant 12).  
Five respondents said they were not involved in any mentoring or coaching. These 
were three teachers, one member of support staff and one from the Leadership 
Team. The descriptions as to why respondents were not involved in coaching or 
mentoring were limited to a basic ‘No’ or ‘not part of my role and responsibilities’ 
(Participant 3).  
3. Are you involved in collaborative practice WITHIN [the academy]? 
The aim of this question was to explore the range of collaborative practice that was 
being undertaken between colleagues within the academy. The first part of the 
question was a yes/no response, with 73% responding YES and 11% responding NO. 
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Two respondents (5%) answered NO to the first question: Are you involved in 
mentoring/coaching? but answered YES to Are you involved in collaboration within 
the academy? This suggests that they are involved in collaborative practice before 
that is not deemed to be coaching or mentoring. However, 17% of respondents said 
that they were involved in coaching answered NO to this question. This suggests 
that coaching and mentoring was not considered to be collaborative practice by 
these staff. 
The breakdown of the responses to the question is shown in Table 12. The table 
shows the responses in each category of staff. In each case, with the exception of 
the support staff group, at least half the respondents said they were involved in 
collaborative practice. 
 
4. Are you involved in collaborative practice with other institutions outside of 
[the case academy]? 
In response to this Yes/No question fewer respondents replied YES (Table 13), 
identifying less participation or collaboration with other institutions. The ratio of 
participation from the support staff group and Leadership Team group remained 
the same. There were four members of staff (10%) who said that they did not 
participate in collaboration within the case academy but collaborated with other 
Table 12: Are you involved in collaboration within the academy? 
 
YES NO 
Leadership Team 4 2 
Central Leaders 6 2 
Subject Leaders 6 1 
Teachers 14 6 
Total 30  /  73% 11  /  27% 
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institutions. Furthermore, 46% of the respondents said that they were involved in 
collaboration within the academy and not with other institutions. The biggest 
difference shown was within the teachers group, with only 25% of respondents 
identifying collaborative practice with other institutions. Leadership members were 
most likely to participate in collaborative practice with other institutions, with 66% 
of respondents confirming this.  
 
5. Please describe the type of collaborative practice, who with, the frequency 
of the practice and its objective. 
After the questions asking respondents if they were involved in collaborative 
practice within the academy or with other institutions, the respondents were asked 
to describe the type of collaborative practice they were involved in. In order to 
analyse the data, the responses were placed into the three categories of consultant, 
coaching and teaming which are based on the three models of collaboration 
described by Fishbaugh (1997):  
 Consultancy - Staff acting as a consultant and training other colleagues 
in larger numbers 
 Coaching – Staff acting as a mentor or coach, modelling practice and 
working with individuals 
 Teaming – Staff working together to improve practice or develop 
projects that are delivered jointly. 
Fishbaugh (1997:5) 
Table 13:  Are you involved in collaboration with other institutions outside of the 
academy? 
 
YES NO 
Leadership Team 4 2 
Central Leaders 4 4 
Subject Leaders 3 4 
Teachers 5 15 
Total 16  /  39% 25  /  61% 
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Using these three models, respondents were asked to code their collaborative 
practice, indicated by a tick. This concept was then applied to both inter and intra 
academy collaboration. This allowed for the models of collaboration occurring to be 
analysed and divided into the staffing sub-groups. The challenge in the analysis of 
this data was the different number of respondents for each category of staff. When 
a mean was taken, the numbers in most cases were less than one. To overcome this 
issue, the data was analysed in relation to the percentage of participation by 
category. The data in Appendix F shows the breakdown of the responses into the 
job role categories, forms of collaboration models and practice inside and outside of 
school. 
In total the collaborative practice questionnaire data coding recorded ninety four 
occurrences of collaboration. 63% of these were within the academy and 37% 
outside of the academy. Over a third of the collaborative practice mentioned was 
with colleagues from outside of the academy. The consultancy model of 
collaboration had the most occurrences from both within the academy and outside 
the academy, totalling over 37% of the collaborative practice mentioned by the 
respondents (Table 14). The percentage of teaming collaborative practice doubled 
Table 14: Table of the models of collaboration and occurrences. 
Forms of collaboration: 
n
u
m
b
er
 
P
er
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n
ta
ge
 
P
er
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n
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ge
 
 Inside & outside academy 
combined 
Consult within school 20 21.3 
62.7% 
Consultancy 35 37.3% 
Coach within school 18 19.1 
Teaming within school 21 22.3 
Coaching 27 28.7% 
Consult outside school 15 16 
37.3% Coach outside school 9 9.6 
Teaming 32 34% 
Teaming outside school 11 11.7 
Total 94 100 100  94 100% 
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with colleagues within the academy. This was due to a number of inter-faculty 
projects that were highlighted, as well as jointly developing schemes of learning. 
Seven participants stated there was no collaboration and one Subject Leader 
identified six occurrences of collaboration. These were a mixture of all three models 
of collaboration. One Central Leaders and another Subject Leader had four 
occurrences.  
When collaborating with organisations outside the academy, the mean average 
occurrences increased for the Leadership Team group to 1.8, with over 63% of these 
occurrences being coded to fall under the consultant model. With all other groups 
the number of occurrences decreased. The teachers group dropped the most, to a 
mean average of 0.4. The mean average number of occurrences was as follows: 
 Central Leaders:   inside school 1.78,  outside school 1.1 
 Leadership Team:   inside school 1.0,  outside school 1.8 
 Subject Leaders:   inside school 2.3,  outside school 1.0 
 Teachers and support staff:  inside school 1.15,  outside school 0.4 
 
Detailed responses were usually provided when respondents were asked to 
describe the types of the collaborative practice undertaken. For example, one 
respondent gave an example of coaching; they were providing strategies and skills 
that were discussed with others for them to use in their own teaching practice: 
 
We do lots of collaborative work in humanities subjects, ie sharing 
teaching ideas, how to assess, level, and grade work. However I 
haven’t personally done a lot with other faculties. (Participant 6) 
 
Another teacher respondent gave an example that was coded as teaming; they 
were working with another person to develop a project. They wrote: 
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Working with others to develop schemes of work, teaching and 
learning in the specialist area. (Participant 16) 
 
The collaborative practice with outside organisations ranged from working with the 
local further education college to organise enrichment activities, to collaborating 
with universities to organise placements for trainees or delivering literacy training 
every three months. Some networks were mentioned by respondents. These 
included formal deputy head networks with regular meetings and multi agency child 
protection safeguarding meetings.  
A less formal interschool collaboration project was set up which used ICT to 
communicate and work with colleagues both in another local school and with a 
head of department, located in Kent. This contact was found through the academy’s 
subscription to the PiXL project. PiXL was mentioned by one senior leadership 
respondent as he had attended one of their conferences and worked with others 
through the SSAT. This supports the academy ethos outlined in the Sharing the 
Vision document 2013-2014, described in Section 4.2.5. Collaboration with business 
was mentioned by one Central Leaders who describes: 
Working with Hewlett Packard on developing Key Stage 3 Computing 
schemes of learning. (Participant 17) 
 
A Subject Leader mentioned being a consultant for the Design and Technology 
Association (DATA), an organisation that works nationally with schools. One 
respondent mentioned working with another local large academy federation, 
stating that they were comprised of: 
11 schools that have networks across both phases both together and 
separately. We meet several times a year to share good practice, 
develop staff, develop the curriculum etc. (Participant 26) 
 
176 
 
One Leadership Team respondent listed six examples of collaborative practice that 
they had been organised or attended. In the questionnaire, they also detailed 
collaborative work that had taken place over the last three years, including 
providing coaching at other schools, developing learning and innovation networks 
as well as organising and hosting training events that had taken place in the 
academy, including a heads of science support event; a day conference on effective 
use of data and a day conference on improving level 2 outcomes. 
 
6. From your experiences what are the benefits of collaboration? From your 
experiences what are the challenges of collaborative practice? 
These two questions were asked to seek respondents’ views on the perceived 
advantages of collaboration and the challenges that collaborative practice faces. 
They were written to encourage respondents to reflect on their own experiences of 
collaboration and were not directed to any particular form or model of 
collaborative practice. The second question asked them about challenges as 
opposed to disadvantages. Although in the collaborative practice questionnaire the 
two questions were asked separately, they are combined here to compare the 
responses. The questions were deliberately open ended, thus allowing for as much 
or as little detail as the respondents wished. This produced varied data (Figure 9) 
and to interpret the data, both questions were coded by counting similar responses. 
There were seventy nine comments on the benefits of collaboration and sixty two 
comments on the challenges of collaborative practice. The biggest response relating 
to the benefits of collaboration was the sharing of ideas and best practice; 50% of 
respondents cited this as a benefit.  
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Developing new ideas, methods and knowledge as well as increasing skills were also 
frequently mentioned. The two categories made up 38% of the total responses for 
the benefits of collaboration question. Improving standards and improving student 
experience accounted for 16% of the total responses.  
Figure 9: The benefits of collaboration 
 
One respondent described the benefits as being a “great method of sharing good 
practice. I use it as a way of measuring personal success. It allows you to network 
and showcase the school” (Participant 11). This comment was repeated by others 
along with “Why reinvent the wheel?” (Participant 13).  
Time was given as the most frequent response to the question of the challenges 
relating to collaboration, totalling twenty one responses. In most cases, TIME was 
given just as one word answer with no elaboration (Figure 10). However, one 
respondent said that “it can be very difficult to organise a sufficient amount of time 
to collaborate frequently, especially with members of different faculties” 
(Participant 2).  
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Staff commitment and communication were also given as responses to the 
challenge of the collaborative process. One respondent said “good communication 
is needed for both parties to understand the desired outcome and to divide effort 
rather than duplicating work” (Participant 9).  
7. What support/training/encouragement have you received to assist you 
with the collaborative practice? 
This question was included in the questionnaire to understand the types of training 
and encouragement respondents received to help support collaborative practice. 
The questionnaire had a text box for the respondents to fill in, allowing respondents 
to provide an open ended response or not to respond. The data was coded using 
the same method as the previous questions, with groups of similar answers being 
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Figure 10: The challenges of collaborative practice 
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added together. A total of forty six responses were noted in relation to this 
question.  
The largest response was ‘none’ or the field was left blank. This accounted for 48% 
of all respondents. Others noted formal training, citing as examples the academy’s 
in house programmes of GROW and Learning Forums. A small number, 12%, 
mentioned attending formal courses outside of the academy, including training for 
the mentoring of NQTs provided by universities. Support within the faculty or team 
was also seen as encouragement for collaborative practice.  One respondent, a 
Subject Leader (Participant 10), noted that coaching is one of the requirements for 
accessing the upper pay spine. This was the first mention of any national policies by 
any respondent as part of the questionnaire. Figure 11 shows the balance of 
positive and negative responses. 
Figure 11: Support / training / encouragement 
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8. What prevents you from collaborating more? 
This was the last question on the collaborative practice questionnaire. It asked for 
qualitative responses in a text box field. 15% of respondents did not answer this 
question. Time was given as the most frequent answer to this question, consisting 
of 59% of all the responses. This response was also clarified by some respondents 
who added that they had a busy timetable because of the “sheer amount of work 
we have to do on a day to day basis” (Participant 14). Understanding the purpose of 
collaboration was also noted and that any collaboration undertaken needs to be 
relevant in that it is “only worth doing when you share a purpose, share values and 
share an approach....” (Participant 37).  
A concern from one respondent is that they would “want to be sure of the benefits 
before starting a project” (Participant 40). This respondent, a teacher, stated that 
they were not involved in any collaborative practice. They offered no benefits or 
challenges for collaboration in their collaborative practice questionnaire response. 
Opportunities and finding the right people to collaborate with were also mentioned, 
being described by one Central Leaders as “difficult to arrange and know which 
colleagues are interested in coaching opportunities” (Participant 30). 
One respondent, who was from the Leadership Team, remarked that they do at 
least eight hours of collaborative practice a week, indicating that they were involved 
sufficiently in collaborative practice already and the amount they already do 
promotes a ‘reluctance to do more’. 
One respondent commented that, apart from time for both internal and external 
collaboration as well as communication with external partners, “there are no other 
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barriers to effective collaboration, which operates very well and with a great deal of 
good will” (Participant 20). Figure 12 shows the coded responses to this question. 
 
 
 
4.5.3 Findings from collaborative practice questionnaire data: 
The questionnaire data showed, however, that members of the leadership group 
were more likely to be part of a consultancy model. Over 62% of collaboration took 
place within the academy, but the research did not establish if the 37% who were 
involved with collaboration with organisations outside the academy left the 
academy site in order to do so. Some of that collaborative practice was done by 
organising in-house training events, inviting experts to come in or communicating 
via interactive technology. 
The first three questions in the collaborative practice questionnaire asked about the 
respondents’ participation in collaborative practice. The finding from this indicated 
that 95% of those taking the survey were involved in some collaborative practice 
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Figure 12: What prevents you from collaborating more? 
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whether mentoring or coaching within the case academy or with other 
organisations. 10% said that they had been involved in collaborative practice in all 
three aforementioned categories: coaching, consulting and teaming.  
Time was given as the biggest limiting factor to collaborative practice as well as 
concerns over increased workload. Practitioners also described the conflicting 
priorities of workload and time versus the perceived benefits of collaborative 
working. They also looked for a consensus of opinions with others towards the aims 
and outcomes of the collaboration, highlighting a need for clear communication. 
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4.6  Interviews: 
Following an analysis of the questionnaire data, fifteen respondents were selected 
to participate in semi-structured interviews. The aim of the interview was to 
encourage the participants to elaborate further, reflecting on their collaborative 
practice and to explore their understanding of collaboration. I also wanted to 
ascertain participants’ understanding of the policy drivers for collaboration; what 
they felt the academy’s ethos was towards collaboration and their knowledge of the 
developments in collaborative practice over recent years.  
Respondents were asked to provide their name when undertaking the collaborative 
practice questionnaire so they could be selected for interview on the basis of their 
responses to the questionnaire. 95% provided their name. The first criterion for 
selecting those to interview was their willingness, or not, to participate in the 
interview process. Twenty seven respondents were willing to participate and it was 
from this group that the further criteria were applied. (Figure 13) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13 
Figure 13: Are you willing to take part in an interview? 
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The second criterion was based on job role (Figure 14). The respondents were 
divided into the five job role classification groups. At this stage, making a new group 
for support staff became unviable due to a lack of numbers. In the Leadership Team 
group, there were five possible interview candidates. Two had similar pastoral roles 
and gave similar responses in the questionnaire so the longest serving colleague 
was given the invitation. There were eight colleagues who responded in the Central 
Leaders category. Some were new to the academy, having only been working in the 
academy since January 2014. The four Central Leaders, who completed both the 
questionnaire and who were also established staff members, were asked to take 
part in the interview process. 
Teaching staff were selected based on the forms of collaboration they took part in. 
This ranged from minimal to substantial and included a range of teaching 
experience. The responses were graded from the ten who agreed to take part in the 
interview. This enabled me to select from a variety of faculty areas. This provided 
opportunities to compare data from the interviews provided by staff working in 
different teams. Initially, interview requests, via email, were sent to one Central 
Leader, the teachers involved and some Subject Leaders. When these interviews 
Figure 14: Yes by job role 
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were completed, further invitations were sent to all groups, with the exception of 
the Leadership Team, whose interviews were completed last. This was based on the 
understanding that the interview questions would develop throughout the 
interview process; the interviews would be an opportunity to clarify issues that may 
have arisen from other interviewees.   
4.6.1 The process of generating interview data: 
Before any interviews were conducted, questions were devised in order to find 
answers to the research questions. The nature of these questions is explored in 
Section 3.3.5 and Table 7. A document containing the research aims, the research 
questions and an outline of ethical procedures was produced. It was then handed to 
all participants of the interviews prior to the interview taking place (Wellington 
2000) (Appendix G). At the start of the interview, all participants were asked to sign 
the document, stating they understood that they were voluntarily entering into the 
research, that they had the right to withdraw at any time and that the research 
adhered to the principle of causing no harm to participants (Wellington 2000; 
Oppenheim 1992).  
All interviews were digitally tape recorded. Field notes were taken and transcribed 
within forty eight hours of the interview, with a printed copy being provided to the 
participant. The field notes aimed to provide a concise record and understanding of 
what had been said in the interview, as well as providing a reference point for when 
the data was to be analysed. The data from the tape recording was transcribed and 
coded at a later date. Details on the coding of the interview transcripts are added 
later in this section. All the interviews were conducted in a quiet room, usually a 
classroom with most taking place before or after academy hours. 
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Using the data from the collaborative practice questionnaire and the criteria set out 
earlier, I produced a list of candidates who I hoped to interview (Oppenheim 1992). 
At this point, I was aware that having these names on my carefully selected list and 
these candidates agreeing to, then actually taking part in an interview, were two 
different scenarios. After selecting possible candidates for the interviews, I sent an 
email to the Central Leaders who was first to complete the questionnaire, inviting 
him to take part in the interview. As this interviewee had been enthusiastic about 
my research in the past, starting the interview process with him gave me a greater 
chance of a positive start to the interview data collection.  
This first interview took place on 14th May 2014. The experience from this first 
interview enabled me to change the final question slightly, asking the respondents 
what they felt they gained from their collaborative practice and to also ask them 
how long they had been teaching. In mid-June 2014, I sent out six further emails 
asking selected candidates to attend an interview and with a suggestion of some 
possible times. These were aimed at the teachers and second in faculty groups, 
because I felt that the responses from these groups may inform further questions to 
Central Leaders or the Leadership Team. In reality, however, the questions 
remained the same throughout the interviews. This helped when analysing data and 
ensured the reliability and validity of all data gathered (Section3.4).  
Most of this initial group of invitees replied fairly quickly and I was able to conduct 
six interviews between the 24th and 27th June 2014. This contradicts the view of 
Robson (2011), who mentions there being a difficulty to obtain cooperation. After 
these interviews were conducted, I selected another five candidates from my 
selected participants list. Again, I sent out emails asking if they could attend an 
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interview; they all responded positively. Dates for this batch of interviews, which 
included a further two Central Leaders and two from the Leadership Team, were set 
between the 30th June and 1st July 2014. The final batch of three interviews took 
place between the 8thand 11th July 2014 and consisted of the final two Leadership 
Team members and one Central Leader. Interview questions are detailed in Table 7 
and Appendix G. 
The average length of interview was 19.98 minutes. The shortest interview was a 
teacher interview, lasting only 14.01 minutes. The longest interview was with a 
member of the Leadership Team group which lasted 26.11 minutes. The average 
duration of the interview are shown in Table 15. 
 
Table 15 Average interview time 
 
Group Average length 
Teachers 16.27 
Subject Leaders 17.37 
Central Leaders 19.71 
Leadership Team 21.59 
 
4.6.2 The interview data: 
All interviews started with a question which asked participants to explain their job 
role. This question was intended to put the interviewees at ease and encourage 
them to start talking (Robson 2011). The interviewees were then asked a series of 
questions on which they could elaborate with as much detail as they wished. The 
interviewees were asked to expand answers at points during the interview process, 
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in order to clarify their responses or to extend answers. This helped in the data 
gathering process. 
Interviewees were also asked to state how long they had been teaching. This ranged 
from two years to seventeen. The average age of each category was also analysed. 
This question was also relevant when asking the question about the developments 
in practitioner collaboration; those who had been teaching for a short time were 
unlikely to have experienced many developments in educational focus along with 
the changes in government policy implemented as part of the change of 
government in 2010. 
Each of the interview questions was numbered to allow conclusions to be linked to 
specific questions. The interview questions are included in Appendix G. Analysis of 
interview data is presented in Appendix H. 
1. What collaborative practices are you involved in? Who with? (Schools, 
subjects, Local Authority) 
This question was asked to answer the research question aiming to establish which 
practitioners were involved in collaborative practice, the reasons why they were 
involved, in addition to the nature and extent of their involvement. Although they 
had listed collaborative practice in the questionnaire, this interview question was 
asked to allow the interviewees the opportunity to extend their responses and to 
explore the reasons for the collaboration (Oppenheim 1992). As stated earlier, the 
aims of the study were to help understand the complex nature of collaboration and 
to understand what models of collaboration were happening in the case academy. 
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To analyse this data, the collaborative practice disclosed by the interviewees was 
listed, coded into one of the three forms of collaboration described by Fishbaugh 
(1997:5) and then used for the analysis of the questionnaire data. For the interview 
responses, the consultant model and coaching model were also divided into 
delivering the coaching/being a consultant– (Others) or receiving the coaching / 
being trained by a consultant (Self). The table detailing the forms of collaboration 
mentioned in the interviews is shown in Appendix G. 
Central Leaders mentioned thirty nine occurrences of collaborative practice. Twenty 
of these were team based projects which included developing new schemes of 
learning and other resources; organising trips and visits as well as planning for cross 
curricular days. An element of networking with other schools was cited by some 
Central Leaders, either as planning off site heads of faculty meetings or using 
technology to network with other schools further afield. Delivery of the academy 
based Teachmeet programme and the attendance of these events was stated, along 
with the GROW programme. The Central Leaders noted twelve occurrences of the 
consultant model for collaboration, with seven occurrences of acting as a consultant 
to others and five of receiving the training. Examples of this were acting as a trainer 
for local primary schools to develop arts based training and being in a forum 
discussing OfSTED preparation, led by a colleague with recent experience in another 
school. There were seven mentions of the coaching model; six were for coaching 
other colleagues and one was for being coached. This was part of a two way 
coaching practice looking at pedagogy in the classroom, with the aim of developing 
good practice. Other coaching included working with visiting practitioners from 
outside teaching and coaching others as part of the GROW programme. 
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Leadership Team interviewees had nine occurrences of teaming collaboration. This 
included working as part of the Leadership Team to develop ‘Student Voice’ 
activities or attending a Deputy Heads network. There were eleven occurrences of 
the consultant model, with ten occurrences delivering the training and one where 
the interviewee mentioned attending Teachmeets. The Leadership Team 
interviewees cited eight examples of providing coaching to others. Part of the 
recognised role for some Leadership Team interviewees is to facilitate collaboration 
by collaborating with colleagues. One stated: 
I deal with all teachers and I ask them to present at Teachmeets or in a 
Learning Forum scenario. It’s quite a big ask because they have to 
present work for an hour for up to 45 or 50 other teachers and non-
teaching staff. So what I have tried to do is get them to do it in pairs- 
more confident people can do it on their own It’s a non threatening 
environment. (Participant 32) 
 
The Subject Leaders had fourteen coded occurrences of collaboration. Six 
occurrences were examples of teaming collaboration, working with colleagues, 
writing schemes of learning and organising cross curricular trips. Of the coaching 
model, the three occurrences were for coaching an NQT, developments as part of 
the GROW programme and acting as a subject representative for assessment for 
learning.  This group had six occurrences of the consultant model for collaboration, 
with Subject Leaders acting as the consultant. One also recognised the training 
received as part of Teachmeets. The consultancy work mentioned in the interviews 
included providing literacy training to teachers (both within the academy and to 
other schools) and the delivery of Teachmeets and Learning Forums. 
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The teachers had nine occurrences of teaming collaboration which included 
developing schemes of learning and team teaching. They were also involved in the 
sharing of good practice in faculty meetings. This group identified four occurrences 
of coaching, including observing others to improve their own practice and sharing 
ideas as well as presenting mini Teachmeets within faculty meetings. The teachers 
identified five occurrences of the consultancy model, two of which involved the 
teachers acting as the consultant. The two instances of this were being involved in 
delivering Learning Forums for the academy staff and working with local primary 
schools to develop the teaching of PE. One teacher stated: 
First of all we do a bit of collaborative practice within the faculty. At 
times we do a bit of team teaching, and that will happen mainly within 
dance activities where we team teach and it can also happen in the 
fitness part of the curriculum. Well, in dance because we find it easier 
to do that in a double group and we can use each other to our 
strengths so when you have two people in one classroom, it’s nice that 
we have one teacher who is leading the actual dance and the other 
teacher is going round giving everybody else more attention so they 
know what they are doing. (Participant 14) 
 
The first research question was designed to establish how practitioners interpret 
collaborative practice in a converter academy. The range of collaborative practice 
identified by the interviewees was broad. There were forty-four occurrences of 
teaming, thirty-two of consulting and twenty one of coaching. Most of the coaching 
and consulting identified was delivered by the interviewees, with 31% of 
occurrences being training attended by the interviewee. Nine of the interviewees 
mentioned delivering at or attending a Learning Forum or Teachmeet. Five 
mentioned jointly developing schemes of learning. This clearly demonstrates that a 
full range of collaboration models were being used across all areas of the case 
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academy. However, the responses showed that the collaboration was structured 
(Hargreaves and Dawe 1990), academy led, and that it was mainly based on site.  
Although the identified collaboration split into the three models, the activities that 
the interviewees identified formed into two groups, depending on the approaches 
to collaboration. These were jointly developing resources or projects and training to 
help improve the learner experience. The end column in Appendix H identifies the 
collaboration as training (T) or for the development of curriculum resource base 
projects (R) (Wellington 2000). From the occurrences identified by the interviewees, 
sixty were based on training and twenty-eight were for curriculum resource based 
projects.  
Selection for participation was based on the criteria already mentioned. Therefore 
all of the participants selected had mentioned some collaborative practice in the 
questionnaire. At the start of two of the interviews, the interviewees stated that 
they were not really involved in collaboration. One stated that not much had 
happened over the course of the year. However, as the interview progressed, 
information was given regarding Learning Forum and Teachmeet events as well as 
the joint development of resources.  
2. Why are you involved? 
This interview question builds on the data gathered from the questionnaire and the 
first interview question which relates to the nature and extent of practitioner 
involvement in collaboration. By asking the interviewees to explain why they were 
involved, they outlined the objectives of the collaboration they were involved in. 
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This interview question specifically links to the research question which asks What 
drives practitioners to collaborate? 
The most coded response to this question was to improve the outcomes for 
students. This was given by over half of the interviewees. Six stated that it was 
because it was their job and the same number gave the sharing of good practice as 
a reason. Sharing of good practice was seen by some interviewees as “a 
responsibility and moral obligation that you don’t keep things to yourself” 
(Participant 37). One interviewee (Participant 11) mentioned that she had ‘”come 
from industry where collaboration and sharing were unheard of” and that she 
found the idea of sharing practice had made her feel ‘proud’. She stated: 
My background was industry were you don’t share anything in 
industry and it quite impresses me that we can share our knowledge 
and that I think it is vital in the very bones of every school. I think it is 
very important that we do that. I also feel quite proud. (Participant 11) 
 
Other reasons to be involved in collaborative practice included the need to keep up 
to date and to gain new experiences. Two interviewees mentioned the 
requirements of the post-threshold standards with one quoting the specific 
standards that coaching referred to. Three stated that, in their minds, they had 
things to offer others. 
It’s beneficial in terms of working with other schools. I want to get the 
benefit of everyone else’s experience. I feel that we are also a pretty 
good faculty here and we have a lot to offer other schools in terms of 
the way we do things. But yeah I want to keep abreast of what 
everyone’s thinking and see what I can learn from that as well. 
(Participant 25) 
Another objective for collaborative practice is to share good practice. One 
interviewee stated: 
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I think it’s important that we share good practice, because we have got 
outstanding teachers here and they deliver outstanding lessons. 
(Participant 32) 
To answer the research question of what drives practitioners to collaborate? The 
interviewee responses could be divided into three significant categories: 
 To improve student outcomes 
 It’s part of the job role – including the requirement to coach as part of Post-
Threshold Standards 
 The need to share good practice 
 
3. Are there any policies that drive this collaboration? What are the policy 
drivers behind this collaboration and who authors/owns/directs the 
policies? 
This question was to seek to find out if the interviewees were aware of the local and 
national policy drivers for collaboration in answer to the third research question. It 
was intended to find out if the interviewees were aware of national policy or if they 
felt the academy had policies, both written and unwritten procedures, which 
fostered collaborative practice. As mentioned earlier, the research’s aim was to 
understand the nature of collaboration, the policies behind the collaboration and 
how they are interpreted in this given case situation. 
The policies cited by the interviewees included national policies, specific formal 
academy policies and academy practices that could be deemed as policy through 
the way in which the academy operates. The most frequent answers to this 
question related to the national policies of Teacher Standards and Post Threshold 
Standards (DfE 2012). Six interviewees mentioned these policies, with one 
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interviewee mentioning both policies. Appraisal and Performance Management was 
mentioned by a Central Leader.  
Other national policy drivers mentioned were Safeguarding, the new National 
Curriculum and changes to exam board specifications. Financial drivers that enable 
the academy to sell its services were mentioned by three interviewees. Two of 
these were Leadership Team members and the other a Subject Leader. All three had 
worked as consultants for the academy, having led sessions both inside and outside 
of the academy. One Leadership Team member and two Central Leaders mentioned 
the focus on improving results and three interviewees mentioned expectations 
within practice to develop cross-curricular and faculty links. Meeting time and being 
Central Leaders driven were also mentioned.  
Other specific academy based policies mentioned were the transition policy, equal 
opportunities policy, equality policy, literacy policy and the assessment policy. The 
assessment policy was described by a Leadership Team interviewee as an example 
of one policy that links into the procedures and systems that the academy has in 
place to ensure a good quality provision. He describes how these are drivers for 
collaboration: 
But I suppose that policy does drive it to some extent; for example, 
having a common assessment policy for the school would be a 
statement of what you are intending to achieve and therefore that 
would prompt collaboration between colleagues in order to try and 
achieve the expectations or requirements that are set out in order to 
achieve a particular policy. So I think that a whole range of policies on 
all aspects of the school, to some extent, drive collaboration because 
the policies are setting out the standards that are required and it’s a 
requirement we have to meet and therefore would lead to people 
collaborating in order to implement them. (Participant 37) 
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The academy development plan was mentioned by one Central Leader. Unwritten 
expectations or suggested policies to collaborate were mentioned by five 
interviewees. Staff development programmes such as Teachmeets or Learning 
Forum, were mentioned by a Subject Leader and teacher. Another Leadership Team 
interviewee mentioned: 
There are several policies, but I don’t think this should be or is the 
driver for this. I think the driver for this is our motto. (Participant 32) 
 
Ball (2003:216) discusses the struggles teachers face when exposed to a 
performativity culture. These struggles ‘are often internalised and set the care of 
the self against the duty to others’. I would suggest here that the school motto, as 
expressed by participant 32, enforces the performativity culture described by Ball. 
The comment, I suggest, infers that the teachers’ performance is judged on their 
ability to get students to pass exams and account for the results.  
4. Is there funding – if so why? How much? Duration? And what does it pay 
for? 
The intention of this question was to find out if collaborative projects had specific 
funding within the academy and if so what the level of funding was.  There were 
eleven different coding categories for funding. Three interviewees said there was no 
funding and four stated that they thought that it was an integral part of the job. 
Four interviewees mentioned academy, faulty staff training budgets, and three 
stated that the collaborative practice was linked to their job role and management 
allowance points. Three specific projects were mentioned: Community Arts, Duke of 
Edinburgh Award and a link with the local college who provided resources and staff 
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expertise. Budgets from national policy agendas like Pupil Premium and Initial 
Teacher Training (ITT) were mentioned, but neither of these policy agendas were 
highlighted in the previous question on policy drivers. Two interviewees mentioned 
the training the academy provided for other institutions and the funding that this 
brings. Only one of these, a Subject Leader, mentioned this as a policy driver. 
Only one interviewee stated any specific value of funding. Most were either not 
aware of how much is involved in budgets or did not have any specific figures. One 
community arts project was mentioned to cost approximately £8,000 for the 
workshop, external practitioners and materials. One Subject Leader stated: 
I think what I do in terms of what I do does not need funding in terms 
of what I’ve done, personally. Ours is part of a teacher’s job to share 
and go to meetings after school, so I think it’s a good idea to actually 
share practice and have these options of Learning Forums to go to. I 
would say it’s part of being a teacher so you should not have extra 
personal funding, but I don’t know if the school would get any pot of 
money if we do this. I imagine they don’t. (Participant 38) 
This response is indicative of many in relation to funding. It supports the high 
number of interviewees that stated, in the policy drivers question, that they felt 
collaboration was an unwritten expectation and part of a teacher’s professional 
duty. As such, being part of the job, teachers should not be provided with additional 
funding to collaborate.  
As the majority of collaborative practice was taking part in the academy, the need 
for additional funding for cover or expenses was minimal. However, when teachers 
are either attending outside training, networking events or providing training for 
other institutions within the academy, there is an implicit obligation to locate 
funding. The structured nature of Teachmeets and Learning Forums mean they are 
198 
 
included into contractual hours and happen within academy premises. On 
answering a later question based on the academy’s ethos to collaboration, one 
Leadership Team interviewee, who works with outside agencies, responded: 
I would say we are probably less collaborative than we were before in 
terms of doing something for nothing..... People like myself would go 
out and have proved, with the SEAL and with the PLTS stuff that not 
only is there money to be made but a lot of kudos. (Participant 11) 
This seems to suggest that, as far as working with other institutions is concerned, 
financial considerations are a factor in the development of collaboration. The 
traded services charitable donation to the academy for consultancy services was 
£46,675 for year end 31/8/14. 
5. What are your perceived strengths and weaknesses of the collaboration 
you are involved in? 
This interview question was asked to answer the research question to establish the 
drivers for collaboration in the case academy. The main strength of collaborative 
practice stated by the interviewees was the sharing of resources and ideas. The 
resources developed were seen by the interviewees as being better quality because 
they were the result of shared practice.  
Four interviewees mentioned the development of a teacher’s skills and useful 
professional development as well as helping to keep up to date and building 
relationships with other colleagues. The fact that collaboration helps you become 
more secure in your own practice was mentioned by a Central Leader. The 
improved learning experience for the students was cited by four interviewees. 
Workload was seen as both a strength and weakness.  
One Central Leaders stated: 
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I would love to do more – as long as it did not increase my workload. I 
suppose that’s the big thing isn’t it? I suppose collaboration can 
increase workload massively. It can be massively productive and it can 
increase the workload and that’s the big thing. A lot of teachers are 
over capacity with workload. (Participant 1) 
The sharing of the workload was mentioned as a strength of collaborative practice 
by 26% of interviewees They stated that in sharing the tasks, you shared the 
workload. 73% of interviewees mentioned time as a weakness and two gave this as 
a reason preventing further collaboration. Only two interviewees did not mention 
time as a weakness. Being able to fit in collaborative practice into a busy work 
schedule and the priority of day to day teaching was seen as the biggest weakness 
by the interviewees. One Central Leaders describes this as: 
Time, you know it takes a lot of time. That’s why the electronic 
methods are actually quite good. To get any time out, here, to spend a 
day, half a day, somewhere is really difficult, especially as head of 
department you feel really guilty because if you leave for half a day, 
even though you are not teaching, so for example tomorrow 
afternoon, I’m not teaching you almost feel you should be around in 
case anything happens or in case you are needed for cover, so yes, 
that’s kind of the drawbacks really. (Participant 17) 
 
Ensuring that all staff were willing and enthusiastic about collaborating was 
additionally highlighted as an issue. Some interviewees mentioned that it was hard 
to make sure that it was a two way process and that the priorities of individuals may 
be different. For example, a network meeting when items are discussed that do not 
relate to your given academy (Participant 37) or when individuals do not want, or 
are unwilling to collaborate. One interviewee highlighted that just because you may 
be part of a team, it does not necessarily mean that you are all going to collaborate 
effectively. He states: 
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And that’s the key about sharing best practice and collaboration.  And I 
think a really good example of that was at a faculty meeting where we 
planned to do a practical activity and it worked really well for 95% of 
the colleagues there but one colleague didn’t collaborate or didn’t 
engage or collaborate anywhere near as much as anyone else and that 
colleague stood out like a sore thumb, unfortunately. (Participant 32) 
Difficulties in getting out of the academy in order to collaborate with others were 
mentioned by three interviewees. The collaborative process with other institutions 
needs to be a two way process, as described by one interviewee: 
Maybe as a school we can look at that and say that is the time to try 
and sell our services rather than just get everything done that we can. I 
also think that ........ it’s not easy to get out to attend meetings. You 
have got to give back sometimes; you can’t have people coming to you 
all the time. (Participant 11) 
Although selection for the interview was based on participation in collaboration and 
completion of the practice questionnaire, the interview question addresses the 
research question by investigating practitioner interpretation of the strengths and 
weaknesses relating to collaboration. 
6. What support/training/encouragement have you received to assist you 
with the collaborative practice? 
This question was asked to find out what specific training or encouragement the 
interviewees have had to assist them in collaboration. The responses to this 
question can be grouped into four categories: 
1. Formal courses offered by outside providers, either paid for by the 
academy or provided as the academy offers a service. For example 
trainee teacher mentor. 
2. In house training programmes formally organised with a set agenda 
for the training.  
3. Informal training with colleagues inside of the academy 
4. No training in particular. 
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Of the thirty nine items coded, only 10% were for training provided by outside 
providers. 44% of items were for formal training organised within the academy or 
with outside providers. No mention was made of any training provided within the 
academy premises from outside bodies or trainers.  
1 – Three courses were highlighted by the interviewees. First of all, a First Aid at 
Work course was provided to assist with the delivery of the Duke of Edinburgh 
programme. Although this is not formal training on how to collaborate, the training 
allowed for the collaborative programme to be implemented. Secondly, Universities 
have provided training to teachers wishing to act as mentors for trainees in the 
academy. Finally, the only externally provided course mentioned that was specific 
to collaborative practice was by a Central Leaders who had attended a Middle 
Managers Leadership course. He says: 
I have been on a Middle Managers Leadership course that also 
touched on collaborative working – you know, in working with teams. 
(Participant 30) 
2 – In-house training programmes were coded into four categories.  One of these is 
the Learning Forums and Teachmeets. These are structured meetings that are 
timetabled, have a specific purpose and are provided for the academy’s 
disaggregated INSET days. Other training highlighted by the interviewees were 
meetings; Central Leaders meetings and meetings about PiXL. Meetings were 
mentioned four times by interviewees. One interviewee stated: 
I can remember Central Leaders Meetings are all about sharing of 
ideas, and science did a good thing about using data to monitor 
performance and we took that idea to humanities. (Participant 1) 
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The most frequent training in this category was the academy’s GROW programme. 
Four interviewees mentioned this training as being of value, although they 
recognised this as having happened approximately two years prior to the interview. 
This meant that this particular training was not available to some of the newer 
colleagues who took part in the study. This training programme was organised over 
three sessions; it was planned and delivered by a small team of in-house staff. One 
viewpoint on this training, by a Subject Leader, stated: 
As I said earlier, we had the GROW programme. Unfortunately I 
missed one of the three days which was run in the hall with a big 
group of people and a big round up one, within it you did some 
practice yourself and they came with a problem that was given to 
them and you had to try and help them find the solution. Personally, I 
don’t think it’s the best way to collaborate. It’s good to get people to 
work out solutions themselves but in a busy environment. If I know 
how to do something and someone else doesn’t, rather than me get 
them to work it out, I would just say do this. It might be a bit quicker 
or easier for them. (Participant 38) 
Another, more supportive view on this training came from a Subject Leader: 
I took part in the GROW training sessions that happened last year? I 
did find that very useful the idea of having ˙˙˙˙˙˙˙ a grid with questions 
that were very much geared towards being a coach rather than being ˙ 
˙˙˙˙˙ (What word did they use?) ˙˙˙˙˙˙˙ I think it helped to put you on an 
even pegging with someone, rather than you feeling that you were 
being spoken down to or you were speaking down to someone. I liked 
that because the collaboration that we did around GROW was much 
more honest. I think that people were not self conscious, particularly; 
it was a much more honest collaboration. (Participant 2) 
 
The other in-house formal training mentioned by the interviewees was in Critical 
Skills. These were a series of workshops delivered by academy staff. One participant 
described how this had been beneficial in her classroom: 
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I did critical skills training which I really enjoyed. It took the idea of 
how do you collaborate within your role and I have used a lot of that in 
my teaching. I think it has made my group work much more successful. 
(Participant 2)   
3– The informal training within the academy that was coded included 
professionalism or part of the job role. Teachers had learnt this by communicating 
with others and as a result of their teaching experience. One head of faculty was 
noted as being proactive in encouraging collaboration, allowing time for teachers to 
learn from each other and share good practice in faculty meetings. This is in 
addition to setting up a supportive ethos of having lesson observations between 
teachers to help develop ideas. One interviewee mentioned the academy culture. 
He said: 
Well, I think it’s just the culture of collaboration really. It’s just sort of 
without saying it’s expected. It’s expected in that it’s not in that you 
must do it; it’s what we do. (Participant 36) 
This suggests that encouragement and support can emanate from an academy 
culture by having an unwritten expectation of collaboration. Exploring the 
academy’s ethos comes in the next question. 
4– No training in particular. Four interviewees stated that they had had no formal 
training, although two of these did mention other items that were coded. They 
cited attending Learning Forums or being encouraged to share by colleagues within 
their faculty or by the head of year. The negative response on these two cases was 
backed up by further comments about encouragement rather than formal training. 
The two interviewees to state that they had no formal training were members of 
the Leadership Team group. One stated: 
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My view on this, this comes from; [if] someone asks for some support, 
and as a Leadership Team and we try to do our best to do that. 
(Participant 32) 
This suggests that although this interviewee has stated that they have not had any 
formal training themselves, the culture of the academy, stemming from the 
Leadership Team, is one that supports colleagues and one that provides 
intervention. This was a theme that was evident in this interview (Participant 32). 
The other interviewee replied in response to more detailed questioning about 
training: 
No. None at all. It would be good actually – it would be very good 
actually now to think about it. (Participant 11) 
 
7. What do you think the academy’s ethos is towards collaboration? 
This question was asked to clarify the interviewees’ perception of the academy’s 
ethos relating to collaborative practice. This was to contextualise their views on the 
strengths and weaknesses of collaboration and to see if they felt that the ethos of 
the academy promoted practitioner collaboration. Some of the interviewees stated: 
So the ethos of the school is whatever is best for our students, if that’s 
collaboration, if that’s collaboration in twos, threes or fours, if it 
works, try it. If it doesn’t work, move forward and develop it so it does 
work. There are absolutely no barriers to collaboration here. 
(Participant 32) 
I think the school’s ethos is one that very much values and is positive 
about collaboration, that collaboration is very much an integral part of 
what we do. (Participant 37) 
We are encouraged to do it but there is a lot of obstacles to doing it. 
Does that make sense? It’s a strange one. Lots of obstacles as we are 
not allowed to go out because of cover or things get pulled at the last 
minute. You could arrange a visit and someone is off sick and then you 
would not be allowed to go. (Participant 17) 
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Most interviewees were positive about the academy’s view of collaboration. Seven 
mentioned that it was encouraged, five said about the sharing of best practice and 
six described the ethos as positive. Learning Forums and Teachmeets were given as 
examples of how collaboration is encouraged.  
One interviewee mentioned that money was part of the ethos and another felt the 
academy was not bothered if collaboration didn’t happen. Obstacles to 
collaboration were mentioned. These included the time needed to work with 
others, the pressures of the job and being able to get cover to attend meetings 
inside or outside the academy. 
Table 16 below shows the responses given to this question and the number of times 
that the response was coded. Collaboration was seen by some interviewees as 
being an integral part of the job, useful in a drive for results and as something that 
is best for the students.  
Of all the coded responses, 76% were positive about the academy ethos, 16% were 
negative (obstacles, money, not bothered) and 8% expressed opinions that were 
related to results and pay scales.  
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Table 16: Ethos of the academy towards 
collaboration: 
Times coded 
Encouraged 7 
Positive 6 
Sharing of best practice 5 
Lots of obstacles / cover / time 4 
Promoting collaboration 2 
Drive for results 2 
Expected 2 
Integral part of schools 2 
Well received 1 
Becomes a focus 1 
Money generation 1 
Not bothered 1 
Keen to have collaboration 1 
Strong 1 
Best for our students 1 
Important for upper pay scale 1 
 
8. What developments have there been in relation to practitioner 
collaboration? And what prevents you from collaborating more? 
This question looked at how interviewees felt the collaborative practice had 
developed. As some of the interviewees had been teaching the relatively short time 
of two years and one had been teaching for seventeen years, a range of responses 
on how collaboration had changed was anticipated because of the differences in 
experience between the interviewees.  
I think if there were to be more collaboration I think it would be best 
to have a structure provided for it. A bit like the Teachmeets and the 
Learning Forums; that’s a structured collaboration, isn’t it? And if 
there was going to be more collaboration, I would envisage that it 
would need to be structured for it to be effective. (Participant 25) 
Only two interviewees mentioned that they felt there were no significant 
developments in collaborative practice. Five interviewees mentioned external 
developments like Arts Mark, PiXL and other agencies. These accounted for eight 
coded responses. The biggest number of responses by far, seventeen, concerning 
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the developments in collaborative practice, was the introduction of Teachmeets 
and Learning Forums. The developments mentioned, including the Personal 
Learning and Thinking Skills (PLTS) drive and the GROW programme, are academy 
based initiatives as staff within the academy deliver the training. One interviewee 
suggested there was “a shift to staff sharing good practice” (Participant 30) and 
that “there is better collaboration between faculties” (Participant 1). 
The second part of the question was aimed at finding out about the barriers to 
collaboration. In response to this question, the most responses were linked to time 
and cover. These accounted for over a third of all responses. Pressures of the job, 
exam results as a priority and energy levels were also mentioned. Two Central 
Leaders interviewees talked about the conversion to academy status preventing 
collaboration. One described this as: 
Between faculties, it has got better within the school. Obviously, 
Academisation, the school leaving LEA control has made it worse 
between schools. I remember we used to be part of the Federation. 
Teachers used to meet once a term and have conversations about 
schemes of learning and what was happening in their faculties. Now, 
becoming an academy, we are not part of the LA any more. It does not 
happen. (Participant 1) 
The responses indicate a shift towards teachers in the academy delivering their own 
training in a structured format, with there being a growing confidence in the sharing 
of good practice between them and the selling of this to other institutions.  
The movement has been away from external courses, training and network 
meetings that would have been organised in the past by local authorities. However 
new bodies, like PiXL, have been introduced that use technology to communicate 
and share good practice.  
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9. Sustainability: What is the anticipated future of your collaboration? Is it 
sustainable? What will the sustainability depend on? 
This question was posed to identify if the interviewees felt that the collaborative 
projects that they were involved in were sustainable. It was intended to find out 
what the sustainability of the projects depended on and if practitioners felt the 
projects were long, medium or short term. This addressed part of all three research 
questions. 
Nine of the interviewees (60%) said that their collaboration was sustainable. One 
interviewee stated that the more she did in her job role, the easier it was for the 
collaboration to be sustained. Some interviewees mentioned that some of the 
projects they were involved in were “high maintenance in terms of time and effort, 
and were therefore unsustainable” (Participant 32) but that other aspects of their 
role had developed. These they described as being sustainable. One interviewee 
talked about the sustainability of the academy based training: 
I think structure and I think it is sustainable because it is at a level 
where it is regular and frequent Learning Forum every week and 
Teachmeets will be incorporated into briefings in the mornings next 
year. We collaborate in the faculty in a regular basis. I think that it is 
sustainable because the workload involved in it is never overbearing or 
too much. (Participant 25) 
Some other aspects relating to sustainability and mentioned by the interviewees, 
imply that collaboration was an integral part of the job role. This, therefore, would 
be sustainable, and was mentioned by five interviewees. The fact that collaboration 
needs structure was mentioned by two interviewees and that the workload was, in 
fact, not overbearing (Johnson 2003). Current government policy and educational 
thinking was highlighted by two interviewees, indicating that government drivers on 
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aspects of education provide funding or focus to projects which in turn leads to the 
development of collaborative projects. As governments change, the educational 
focus changes; consequently, projects change. The sustainability of one 
longstanding network of Deputy Heads was mentioned. How the group was 
organised had changed. This was from being led by the Local Authority in the past, 
to being internally managed. Throughout the interviews, it was clear that these 
types of network were becoming a rarity. Two interviewees mentioned the drive 
and motivation of individuals to develop collaborative practice: 
I think we will have to keep collaborating to survive. I don’t care what 
anybody says and we need to. It’s healthy and we need that cross 
fertilisation of knowledge and we need that to survive as a vibrant 
school. And the sustainability of it depends on individuals coming 
together but there will be individuals driving, I think in the driving seat. 
I think as an organisation we need to recognise who those individuals 
are, as some people are naturally better than others and I don’t think 
we do that. I don’t particularly see it as strength. (Participant 11) 
Only one interviewee mentioned funding as a sustainability issue. Two stated that 
collaboration needed to be seen as an effective use of time and credible to be 
sustainable. For some collaborative projects, like Teachmeets and Learning Forums, 
to be sustainable, three interviewees stated that new ideas needed to be 
developed. The format and structure of these events was appreciated but the point 
was made that the content needed to be developed for the training to keep its 
valued momentum. 
10. What do you get out of it? Anything else? 
Originally, this final question was intended to provide the interviewees with an 
opportunity to add any summative comments that they felt they had not had an 
opportunity to put forward as part of the formal interview. From the very first 
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interview, the question was rephrased so that the interviewee could provide details 
of any personal benefits they gained from their collaborative practice as well as 
being able to add any summative comments.  
Nearly three quarters of the interviewees stated that they enjoyed working with 
others. It was also seen, by over half of the interviewees, as a means to share skills 
and problems. A third stated that they felt they gained an improved confidence in 
their own practice. A third said they felt that collaboration was rewarding or 
satisfying and three mentioned that they gained enthusiasm for their work from 
collaborating with others (DuFour 2008). One felt ‘proud’ of the work they had done 
and three recognised the collaborative practice as being part of their professional 
development. Two mentioned the financial rewards gained by selling traded 
services to other schools and the benefits that it brings to the academy. 
One Central Leaders talked about his motivations to develop collaborative practice 
with other organisations in the fields of the arts: 
Well recently we applied for two awards, Arts Mark and Arts Mark 
Gold. And from the assessment, apparently we are 75% towards gold 
level. We have achieved the Arts Mark Award. But one of the key 
factors in being able to gain Arts Mark Gold is sustainability of 
partnerships and collaborations. So we have a number of areas that 
we want to expend with our collaborations. And also to maintain 
partnerships that we have managed to create. Some of those areas are 
things like theatre groups in Bristol and the surrounding area. 
(Participant 30) 
Two interviewees added that they felt that, as professionals, we needed to 
collaborate more and one stated that they felt that it needed a tighter focus. A 
Leadership Team interviewee stated:  
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We need to do more of it, without question. I think there is a bigger 
part of saying that about students and home. I think that perhaps 
that’s where the collaborative bit of the triangle is missing. 
(Participant 11) 
 
In response to this question, all interviewees were able to provide detail of how 
they felt about their collaborative practice and all were positive about their 
experiences. It was obvious from the comments that they could recognise the 
benefits of collaborative practice both for themselves and the students in the 
academy; this was mentioned by seven interviewees.  
Positive words used to describe what the interviewee gained from collaboration 
included: proud, support, enthusiasm and recognition for good work from 
organisations outside of the academy. No interviewee stated any negative points in 
relation to this question.  
The highest number of responses to this summary question showed interviewees 
felt that an enjoyment of working with others and of sharing good practice was 
what they gained most from collaboration. This question was geared towards 
personal benefits; some of the responses did extend to academy benefits, including 
financial gain for the academy and the need for raising the profile of collaboration. 
Table 17 below lists the number of responses to the identified statements that were 
coded from this question. A sample interview transcript is attached as Appendix I. 
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Table 17: Anything else? Times mentioned 
Enjoyment working with others 11 
Sharing problems / skills 8 
Benefit staff/students 7 
Improve confidence 5 
Rewarding / satisfying 5 
New ideas 5 
Enthusiasm 3 
Professional development 3 
High quality resources 2 
Financial rewards for school 2 
Importance 1 
Needs a bigger push/focus 1 
Proud 1 
Support 1 
Recognition 1 
Different views 1 
 
4.6.3 Findings from interview data: 
The interview data showed that the primary objective for collaborative practice was 
to improve the quality of students’ experience and outcomes. Linked to this was the 
respondents’ moral obligation to share practice; they felt it was their job role. This 
could then be linked to the primary purpose - improving the quality of experience 
for learners by collaborating and keeping up to date so practice can be improved.  
The interviewees agreed that 60% of the collaboration that they were involved in 
was sustainable but that the form and nature of that collaboration was likely to 
change. Coaching is currently part of the Pay Policy for staff on the Upper Pay Spine 
and that it was seen by the interviewees to be part of the job within the learning 
culture of the academy.  
In the interviews, the findings were that the sharing of ideas and the development 
of skills were seen to be the main benefits. The resources developed were also 
perceived to be of better quality.  
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Practitioners stated that time factors were a key hindrance to collaboration, 
reflecting the findings in the questionnaire. The developments that were mentioned 
by the interviewees were the move towards school based collaboration and 
reduced interaction with local schools. This was particularly prevalent amongst the 
teachers group. 
4.7  Summary 
This chapter presents the data gathered from the four data sources generated from 
the three methods described in chapter 3. The chapter started with a 
contextualisation of the policies that shape collaborative practice within the case 
academy. Detailed analysis of relevant internal and external policies was completed 
alongside academy based documentation. Further data was presented from both 
questionnaires and interviews.  
The data shows some of the complex relationships between policies and practice in 
addition to the perceived benefits of collaboration within this case setting. The next 
chapter is used to draw conclusions from the data gathered from both the literature 
and fieldwork; it addresses the findings in relation to the research questions. 
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5. Conclusions from Data: 
5.1 Introduction: 
This chapter is used to summarise the findings from the gathered data and to 
establish trends based on the findings, drawing on the literature. It highlights the 
core themes emerging from the data analysis presented in Chapter 4 and 
contextualises these with the literature. In the remaining chapters collaborative 
practice questionnaire is referred to as CPQuestionnaire and the learning visits day 
questionnaire as LDVQuestionnaire. The chapter begins by reviewing how the data 
addresses the research questions.  
5.2 Addressing the research questions: 
The presented research questions are: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate?  
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
Each of the research questions are addressed separately and outcomes from the 
data are linked to the literature. 
5.2.1 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
The research data indicated that the collaborative practice within the academy was 
wide ranging. (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q1; Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1). There 
were multitudinous forms of practice, with some being more sustained and 
substantial in nature than others. The collaborative practice models fitted into the 
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Fishbaugh (1997) typology (Table 14). Of the three categories, the findings indicated 
that participation was more or less evenly split between the models, the 
consultancy model being the more prevalent. This could be due to presentations in 
the academy’s Teachmeet programme and Learning Forums which involved people 
presenting ideas. 
The data from those who participated in the study shows that collaboration is 
evident between practitioners within the academy at all levels, including some non-
teaching staff (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q1; Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1 and 
Table 14). However, collaboration and networking with outside organisations had a 
tendency to happen to those in positions which required this and who were 
Leadership Team members holding whole academy responsibilities. External 
collaboration was limited for main scale teachers. The collaboration included 
activities led by internal practitioners, formally organised by the academy. 
The GTC (2009:3) indicate that the teacher participation in CPD within the previous 
twelve months was 94% and ‘the most common form of activity undertaken by 
teachers in general was collaborative learning with academy colleagues, with eight 
in ten engaged in this either frequently or occasionally in the past year’. With a 
teacher’s contractual days being 195 per year, five of which were for in-service 
training, 100% should be involved in CPD (pro Rata). Teachers are contractually 
obliged to participate in training and CPD. Is this another policy that undermines 
professionalism? The significance here is the nature of training being reported as 
collaborative. In the case academy, some the contractual hours for training are 
divided up into twilight sessions which are delivered as Teachmeets or Learning 
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Forums. As discussed in earlier chapters, these are collaborative in nature and as 
such, all teachers, and some non-teachers, are involved in collaborative practice.  
Sullivan and Skelcher (2002:41) put forward two views on collaborative practice; 
these were the optimist view and the pessimist views of improvement. They argue 
that certain conditions need to be met, ones that ‘combine the elements of the 
optimist (desire for improvement) and pessimist (need for resources)’ in order to 
take advantage of collaboration. Both of these elements were present in the data 
(Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q6 and Figure 9). 
The questionnaire data highlighted that staff 
felt improved practice was a strength of 
collaboration (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q6 
and Figure 9), as well as being able to share good 
ideas and improving the student experience. It 
could be argued that all the strengths mentioned 
lead to professional development; improved 
practice through collaboration is professional 
development. Answering the questionnaire, the sharing of ideas and best practice 
was the biggest response; 53% of respondents stated this. The diagrammatic 
representation of this question’s responses is shown in Figure 15. It clearly shows 
the key themes that were given as interview responses, with larger words having 
been cited more frequently. 
Restrictions on available time was given as the most common weakness or 
challenge to collaboration and it was also given as a reason for not collaborating 
Figure 15: Wordle diagram of the 
benefits of collaboration 
interview responses 
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more (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q6; Section 4.6.2 Interview Q5 and Figure 10). 
Being able to fit collaborative practice into an already busy schedule was perceived 
as the biggest challenge: however, as the attitudes towards collaborative practice 
are strong in the case academy, the interviewees worked through this and 
organised their time, enabling collaboration to take place.  
Other concerns included the possible 
imbalance of sharing work tasks and quality of 
outcomes. This contradicted the findings in this 
study of the advantages of collaboration, 
which highlighted sharing work and resource 
quality as strengths of collaboration. In the list 
of characteristics of PLCs proposed by Stoll et 
al (2006a:4), they state ‘mutual trust, respect 
and support’ amongst the attributes that are 
exhibited by PLCs’. The findings of this study suggest that trust and mutual respect 
are still in the developmental stage within the PLC. This is because the research data 
shows (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q5 and Figure 10) concern from some participants 
that some members of the community may not be willing to collaborate and show 
commitment to the academy as a whole. The diagrammatic representation of the 
responses is shown in Figure 16. This shows ‘time’ as the most frequently given 
response to Section 4.6.2 Interview Q5. 
Practitioners’ perceptions relating to the strengths and challenges posed by 
collaboration are important, I would suggest, because it impacts on workload 
priorities and the quality of outcomes. If the benefits of collaboration, outlined in 
Figure 16: Wordle diagram of 
the challenges to 
collaboration interview 
responses 
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the literature chapter, are to be believed then practitioner perception needs to be 
balanced towards the positives in order to ensure the practice is embedded. It has 
to be recognised that this shows the perceptions of those from the one converter 
academy taking part in the study. Perceptions on the strengths and challenges could 
be different in other institutions and may be an area for future research.  
From the data gathered for this study (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q2 & Q5; 
Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1 and Table 11), it can be concluded that practitioners 
interpret collaboration in three ways: 
1. To develop professional learning 
2. For coaching and staff development 
3. To improve learner experience. 
Collaboration for Professional Learning: 
Evidence from the research data suggests that the academy had a culture of 
developing professional learning, using the resources and expertise that they have 
within the organisation (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q2). ‘Cultures’ refers to the 
substantive attitudes, values and assumptions that are shared amongst the 
practitioners within the academy (Hargreaves 1994). The interview data indicates 
that there is a positivity aimed at collaboration and that it is encouraged both 
implicitly and explicitly to help develop professional learning (Section 4.6.2 
Interview Q2 and Table 16). As part of that culture, staff development and building 
professional learning communities (Stoll et al 2006a) are embedded into the 
structure by creating learning opportunities that are provided by in-house 
expertise. Data in Table 14 shows the forms of collaboration being undertaken in 
the case academy based on the typology by Fishbaugh (1997).  
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In developing collaborative professional learning within the academy, the research 
data from the interviews and both questionnaires (Section 4.2.5 Academy 
Development Plan; Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2) shows that teacher focus on their 
development to learn so that the experience of the students is improved (Table 17). 
The literature supports this: 
Teachers in learning community schools are found to focus on learning 
as opposed to teaching. When they collectively engage in regularly 
structured activities on a regular basis, members of the school 
community are able to learn from one another and to stay on course 
toward achieving outcomes they have set for their students. 
(Roberts and Pruitt 2009:19) 
This suggests that teachers, as part of PLC working together on structured activities, 
focussed on specific tasks, are able to learn from the expertise within the 
community with the goal of improving academy performance. A learning 
community, I would venture, requires practitioners to want to work together and 
share collaborative practice, in addition to having the skills to work collaboratively. 
The goal or vision promoted here is one of academy improvement, with the 
consequent improvement in student outcomes. 
Within the case academy, to ensure that student learning is at the centre of the 
academy’s ethos, collaboration to improve practice is centred on learning activities 
like the Learning Forums. Evidence from the document analysis showed that 
collaboration to improve practice and outcomes is integral to both academy policy 
and structures. To improve this further what can academy leaders do? In the 
literature, Barth (2006:13) suggests some strategies to promote a culture of 
collegiality in the ‘schoolhouse’. He posited that schools need to: 
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 State the expectations explicitly. For instance ‘I expect us to 
work together this year, share your craft knowledge, and help 
one another in whatever ways we can’. 
 Model collegiality: For instance, visibly join in cheering on 
others or have another principal observe a faculty meeting. 
 Reward those who behave as colleagues. For instance, grant 
release time, recognition, space, materials and funds to those 
who collaborate. 
 Protect those who engage in those collegial behaviours. A 
principal should NOT say, for instance, ‘Janet has a great idea 
she wants to share with us today’. This sets Janet up for a 
possibly harsh response. Rather, the principal might say ‘I 
observed something in Janet’s classroom last week that blew 
my socks off, and I have asked her to share it with us’ In this 
way leaders can run interference for other educators.  
(Barth 2006:13) 
 
The strategies mentioned by Barth (2006) above to promote collegiality, implicitly 
encourage collaborative practice by having leaders demonstrate that collegial 
behaviours and sharing good practice are valued. The findings from the study data 
show that collegiality is developed through the requirement to provide coaching 
and attend Learning Forums (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q6). Faculty meetings have a 
culture of sharing best practice in a non-threatening and supportive way, with staff 
being encouraged to watch other colleagues do what they do best: teach! (Section 
4.4.2 LVDQuestionnaire and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1 & Q6). Collegial spirit in the 
case academy is fostered by the staff football team, teams entering the Bristol 10K 
race and (for those who are not so athletically minded) encouragement to share 
success with the students at the annual Year 11 Prom. Collegiality, I believe, is an 
essential part of effective collaboration. The norms of collegiality are described by 
Hargreaves and Dawe (1990). Where mutual trust and respect are part of the PLC 
(principles of professional learning communities discussed in Section 2.5.3), an 
underlying ethos of collegial spirit fosters collaborative practice (Rhodes et al 
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(2004). Fielding (1999) describes collaboration as being singular in its purpose. By 
‘focusing on intended gains’, he contrasts this to collegiality. He wrote: 
In contrast to the individualistic nature of collaboration, collegiality is 
overridingly communal in form and in substance.... When teachers 
relate to each other as colleagues, they do so in ways which are bound 
integrally to shared professional ideals. (Fielding 1999:17) 
 
One interview respondent identified collegiality and stated:  
I enjoy being able to talk with colleagues and share ideas, even if it’s 
little conversations about what their stresses are and what they are 
doing. It’s good. (Participant 1) 
However, the structured collaborative practice of Learning Forums may foster the 
contrived collegiality that Hargreaves (1994) discusses. A note of caution relating to 
collaboration and collegiality in the form of ‘Technical coaching as an example of 
the forms of instructional delivery’ is provided by Hargreaves and Dawe (1990:239). 
They suggest that this form of intervention fosters a ‘contrived collegiality’ which 
may come at a cost (Hargreaves and Dawe 1990:239). 
The research data shows that there is little attendance at externally provided 
courses for professional development with the exception for being in attendance at 
exam board meetings regarding the procedures for delivering courses (Section 4.5.2 
CPQuestionnaire Q1, Q4 and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1, Q8), which can lead to an 
isolation of collaboration. Structures for professional development are based on in-
house training as well as the use of national resource sharing tools like PiXL. The 
literature suggests that a part of teacher learning activities need to be knowledge 
creating. Rhodes states: 
Ensuring staff learning through knowledge-creating activities is an 
important means by which leaders can create the capacity for 
organisational improvement.  
(Rhodes et al 2004:116) 
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The case academy has shown sustained improvement over the past decade in terms 
of exam results (Table 9). A letter from Nick Gibb MP, Minister of State for Schools 
(21st February 2012), congratulated the academy for being amongst the top 100 
schools based on sustained improvement in each year from 2008 to 2011 (Appendix 
D). In the case academy, collaborative cultures which provide strategies to develop 
teaching were encouraged (Hargreaves 1994) (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q7 and Table 
16). Learning activities for staff were centred on promoting practices to achieve the 
best outcomes for students (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q6 and Figure 9). The 
data evidence from this study supporting this is gained from the interview question 
which sought respondents’ views on the academy’s attitudes towards collaboration 
(Section 4.6.2 interview Q5). 76% of the interviewee responses were positive and 
promoted collaboration, with 18% specifically stating that collaboration is 
encouraged (Table 16).  
To improve the outcomes for students was the most frequent interview response to 
the question: Why are you involved? (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q2). The evidence in 
the literature review also points to collaboration as a tool for school improvement 
as described by many (Cordingley et al 2005; Ainscow et al 2006; Hargreaves 2003; 
Hopkins et al 1994), which leads to improved outcomes for students. However, the 
positive outcomes to these questions may reflect that those participating in the 
study are those who are supporters of collaborative practice. The study does not 
seek to ask practitioners why they are not involved. It would seem that those who 
are involved in collaborative practice work to ensure that their efforts have positive 
outcomes. 
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Coaching and staff development: 
All teachers reflect, all good teachers reflect often (Participant 32) 
The findings of this research show that teachers are aware of their responsibilities 
to coach others (Section 4.2.4 Policies and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q3). This may be 
because the practitioners see coaching as a part of their professional duties under 
the Teachers’ Standards or as part of their job role. The motivation to coach others 
is evident in the findings from the interviews and questionnaire (Table 14; Figure 
11; Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q1 & Q5 and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1 & Q6). 
The research showed that coaching happened within the academy and was led by 
experienced colleagues linked to the UPS Threshold Standards. Those interviewed 
ensured that this was evident in their practice in order to evidence this in their 
appraisal meetings.  
In their research report, commissioned before the change of government in 2010, 
Walker et al (2011) sought to find out how the policy agenda which set out to 
introduce a new professionalism in teaching was impacting on practice. The 
professionalism related to the Teachers’ Standards and formed part of the policy 
analysis of this study. The research they conducted related to coaching and 
mentoring. Walker et al (2011) stated: 
Nearly six out of ten (57 per cent) head teachers and two thirds of 
induction tutors and teachers (63 per cent) reported that they had 
been mentored or coached ‘to some’ or ‘a great extent’. One in five 
head teachers, induction tutors and teachers reported they had not 
been coached or mentored at all.  
(Walker et al 2011:94) 
 
Only one person interviewed mentioned that they had been the recipient of 
coaching. If the number of respondents to the questionnaire and interviews who 
stated that they were delivering coaching was to be believed, then it can be 
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assumed that there are a similar or greater number of practitioners who received 
coaching. The interview evidence shows that coaching is taking place on a one-to-
one, faculty and academy wide basis. (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1, Q5 and Q9).This is 
then being used as evidence of meeting the Teachers’ Standards. However, the 
study research data questionnaire showed 28% of the respondents were involved in 
some form of coaching (Table 14). The question I wish to highlight here is Why is 
there a reluctance of interviewees to state that they are the recipients of coaching? 
The reason, I suggest, is that collaborative learning, in the form of coaching, is 
taking place within the case academy but practitioners are either not prepared to 
state that they are being coached or are unaware that the professional discourse 
that takes place can be considered coaching. As these terms are not clearly defined 
in policy or literature (Table 1), the interpretation by practitioners may lead to 
confusion. As Hingham and Yeomans (2010) point out, national policy is 
inconsistent. One interviewee, who is on UPS, highlights this by saying:  
Obviously, when I’m mentoring the NQTs I get to see their new ideas 
and different ideas and I have stolen ideas on ‘text the teacher’ and 
‘triple impact marking’.... So we get ideas that way and at Teachmeets, 
you hear how other people are doing things. (Participant 29) 
This shows that formal coaching is not, in reality, a unidirectional process. The 
coaching experience highlighted above was beneficial to both parties involved but 
the coach did not include himself as a recipient of coaching. It could be concluded 
that being a recipient of coaching could be seen to be a sign of weakness or that a 
practitioner needs to improve their practice. Furthermore, as the documentary 
evidence shows, the Teachers’ Standards (TDA 2007) require post-threshold 
teachers on the Upper Pay Spine to provide coaching for others. Therefore, it is 
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implicit that they themselves do not need coaching. Fielding et al (2005), in their 
research, also describe similar findings in relation to coaching: 
The relationships between teachers engaged in joint development of 
practice were only rarely symmetrical. One of the teachers usually had 
some claim to be a better teacher (frequently through external 
judgements) and was seen as the ‘originator’ from whose expertise 
the practice of the ‘partner’ could benefit.  
(Fielding et al 2005:33) 
 
The term ‘external judgements’ is used here, by Fielding et al, to describe teachers 
deemed to have better knowledge or skills to coach other teachers.  A theme of the 
interview data related to judgements of teachers to pass onto the Upper Pay Spine 
and fulfilling the requirements of coaching others as part of that status. Fielding et 
al (2005) make the point that they found coaching to be hierarchical rather than 
symmetrical in its delivery but they use the term ‘partner’ to describe the coached. I 
would argue that for successful coaching, all participants, whether involved in one 
to one coaching or in the coaching of a larger group of practitioners, need to have 
mutual trust, one where both parties work in partnership for the development of 
learning. 
Interviewees stated overwhelmingly that they enjoyed the experience of working 
with other colleagues (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q10), thus supporting the principles 
of a PLC (Section 2.5.3). The enjoyment of collaborative working was supported by 
some literature: 
Coaching within a collaborative environment can be a professionally 
fulfilling and empowering experience. It will strengthen the 
organisation and play a major part in the professional development 
and personal fulfilment of the participating staff.  
(Rhodes et al 2004:77) 
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The feeling of pride in the successes of collaborative practice and that sense of 
having gained from being able to deliver training and coaching to others were given 
as descriptors for the benefits of collaborative practice. The evidence from the final 
interview question showed that the collaborative practice undertaken within the 
academy provided a positive experience for those involved. 73% of interviewees 
stated that they had enjoyed working with others and 53% stated that another 
benefit was sharing problems and skills (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q10).  
The promotion of collegiality discussed by Barth (2006) is achieved by the case 
academy through collaborative working. I would suggest that the evidence in the 
interviews indicates that working collaboratively promotes collegiality by building 
relationships (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q3, Q5, Q8, Q9 & Q10 and Table 16). Barth 
(2006) states that:  
The relationships among the educators in a school define all 
relationships within that schools’ culture.  
Barth (2006:9) 
Other responses to this final interview question (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q10) which 
included enthusiasm, new ideas, professional development and improved 
confidence, show that the interviewees felt that collaborative practice had many 
benefits. One interviewee concluded their interview stating their personal benefits 
of collaboration:  
Collaborating with people can be a rewarding and satisfying thing to 
do. There is some enjoyment to take by working on a project with 
somebody else and having support from them and having ideas and 
adding your ideas and having a successful outcome to whatever you 
are working on. I think sometimes working with other people can be 
very satisfying and rewarding, potentially. (Participant 37) 
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The view that staff development is best delivered as a transfer of good practice 
through the consultation model is challenged by Fielding et al (2005:32). They 
suggest that the best joint work of teachers should be described as a ‘joint practice 
development’, a ‘move that validates the existing practice of teachers who are 
trying new ways of working’ (Fielding et al 2005:32). They describe the learning of 
teachers as not being in blocks but that ‘facets of teachers’ practices were 
interrelated’ (Fielding et al 2005:32). Staff development through coaching, where 
practice is developed in a way in which practitioners can use and adapt ideas into 
their teaching, was discussed in some interviews for this study. Within the 
questionnaire data, 9.6% stated they were involved in coaching with practitioners 
from outside the academy and over 19% responded that they were involved in 
coaching within the academy (Table 14).  
It would seem that coaching, as a model of collaborative CPD, has many benefits 
and the GROW model is well established in the academy. However, the majority of 
practitioners taking part in the study do not mention working with colleagues to 
receive coaching. In order to embed a coaching culture, where coaching is 
developed as a strategy to improve classroom practice (Hargreaves 1994), I suggest 
that the perceived good practice of the GROW model be re-established into 
academy practice. This could, in turn, be done as part of the Teachmeet activities.  
Improving learner experience: 
This form of collaborative practice has the objective of improving the learner 
experience by developing an aspect of the curriculum. The evidence from the 
interviews showed that teachers were actively involved in developing cross-
curricular themed activities and external visits, showing a joined up approach to 
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learning rather than an individualistic subject based approach. As part of the 
academy calendar, a number of curriculum collapse days are included and cross-
faculty teams are encouraged to organise days. Examples given in the interviews 
were the battlefields project and humanities led visit to Cheddar Gorge (Section 
4.6.2 Interview Q1). Cross faculty involvement in the Chepstow Castle Year Seven 
trip is legendary within the academy with ‘Kevin the Archer’ having almost iconic 
status amongst the academy staff. Collaborative culture within the academy, the 
relationships between practitioners and their colleagues (Hargreaves 1994), 
encourages staff to organise such developments and extensions to the learning 
experience for students and staff alike (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q10). 
It has to be reiterated here that the data showed that this form of collaboration 
within the academy was related to organisation of structures and experiences to 
improve student learning. As mentioned in Chapter 4, one interviewee stated: 
So the ethos of the school is whatever is best for our students, if that’s 
collaboration, if that’s collaboration in twos, threes or fours, if it 
works, try it. If it doesn’t work, move forward and develop it so it does 
work. There are absolutely no barriers to collaboration here. 
(Participant 32) 
This response shows that in developing a quality curriculum for our learners, 
teachers are evaluating the value and success of the experiences they provide and 
are prepared to develop or replace activities that are not meeting the needs of the 
learners to make the experience better. 
Key Findings on how practitioners interpret collaboration: 
This study shows that collaboration is taking place within the case academy and 
that it involves practitioners at all levels. Practitioners are working collaboratively to 
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promote teacher learning, to improve student outcomes and develop student 
centred projects. This collaboration is multifaceted in both model and objectives. 
Although some of the collaboration was centrally driven, other practice occurred as 
part of the job role or is derived out of need. The forms of collaboration shown 
were varied and models adapted from the literature had been used and valued in 
the past (GROW programme). 
Practitioners’ perceptions are that collaboration in the case academy has become 
more insular and academy based. The findings suggest that the nature of 
collaborative practice has changed to become more academy based; practitioners 
have fewer opportunities to discuss innovative practice with others outside of the 
academy. This draws into question the sustainability of this practice. By restricting 
the flow of knowledge into the academy, there is a possibility of creating an 
innovation vacuum. 
5.2.2 What drives practitioners to collaborate?  
Whatever practitioners’ motives for collaboration are (and these differed amongst 
the interviewees) the objectives of collaboration itself were to improve student 
outcomes. This objective was a common theme throughout the literature review. 
Hargreaves (2006:9) supports this, stating that ‘teachers should collaborate to 
secure deep learning for their students’. The literature (Rhodes 2004; Wilson and 
Gislason 2010; Smyth 1991; Roberts and Pruitt 2009; Ertesvag 2014; Little 2002; 
Fullan 2007) points towards the benefits of collaboration for professional 
development. However, only three mentions of the term professional development 
occurred in all the interview transcripts. This was from one teacher and two 
Leadership Team members. One Central Leader, who was not a part of the 
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interviews, also made a single reference to the term professional development. This 
leads me to conclude that teachers do not see the collaborative practice that they 
are involved in as part of their own professional development, even though they 
describe attending and delivering at Learning Forums and Teachmeets.  
Ultimately, the objective of any change in practice is to improve exam results and 
life chances for the students. DuFour and Eaker (1999:19-24) call for the update of 
the education system, stating that ‘the factory systems of the late eighteenth 
century are woefully inadequate for modern learning’. They suggest that 
researchers, both inside and outside of education, drew similar conclusions about 
the methods for school improvement. The evidence of improved case academy 
exam results over the past decade as well as the recent outstanding OfSTED report, 
leads to the assumption that the case academy is successful. The ethos of the staff 
indicates that the perceptions from within the academy are that it has a strong 
collaborative culture (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q7and Table 16). 
Key findings on the drivers for collaborative practice: 
The perceptions of the practitioners interviewed indicated the belief that 
collaborative practice had tangible benefits for students; however, The Teachers’ 
Standards (DfE 2012) is the key policy driving collaboration. 
Practitioners’ perceptions of the meaning and purpose of collaboration, and their 
perceptions of the policies related to collaboration, addressed some individuals’ 
need to ‘deliver’ coaching so that the Teachers’ Standards could be met and 
subsequent performance management / appraisal requirements could be fulfilled. 
Coaching, as a term, was used loosely by practitioners to describe the instruction 
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ranging from providing training in small groups to a more formal coach / coached 
relationship. Practitioners saw a value in doing collaboration for student gain both 
pastoral and academic as well as for developing professional skills. There was a 
willingness to collaborate and an accompanying mask of collaboration because of 
performativity. 
5.2.3 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
Being involved in collaboration, as mentioned in the interviews, was a requirement 
for accessing the upper pay spine. The interrogation of policies within the academy 
(the Pay Policy 2013/2014 and the school improvement plan) showed an explicit 
requirement to collaborate and the objectives of the collaborative process were to 
meet these requirements (Ball 2003). Some data highlighted that there was an 
implicit obligation; the process of collaboration was simply a part of teaching.  
Data from the interviews suggests that the changing of status, becoming an 
Academy, has altered the forms of collaboration with outside organisations (Section 
4.6.2 Interview Q8). The Funding Agreement is based on the academy working with 
other organisations. This suggests that the obligation may be being achieved by 
outreach work as well as support for partner primary schools. Some evidence that 
this element of the 2010 White Paper may be being addressed is with the academy 
Traded Services documentation (Section 4.2.5). However, no formal partnerships 
were evident in the questionnaire or interview data.  
The policy drivers that were explicit from the interviews are the academy’s Pay 
Policy, which is driven by national policy in terms of Teachers’ Standards 
(Department for Education 2014b) and the Post Threshold Standards (TDA 2007). By 
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structuring the professional development for staff, having an in-house approach, 
the academy provides opportunities for any member of the community to present 
and deliver training as part of the Teachmeet and Learning Forum approach. As the 
Teachmeets were an integral part of the first day of the new academy in the years 
2013 and 2014, attendance at a number of Learning Forums is a requirement to 
meet the required contractual hours. This means that all staff needed to be 
involved in collaborative practice (Hargreaves 1994). Experienced colleagues are 
encouraged to deliver at either or at both events to assist with the gathering of 
evidence to meet the Teachers Standards.  
Some collaboration in the case academy was linked to funding. This was to either to 
bring money into the academy or be directly funded by the academy. An example of 
this mentioned in the interviews was attending meetings. Senior Leaders would 
need to attend external meetings as part of the PiXL Club: 
Attend six main meetings each year with a lively, exciting, enthusiastic and 
informed network of people. Each meeting is a half day in length and held at 
a Central London venue, lunch is included. 
(PiXL website) 
Attendance at other external meetings was also mentioned in the interviews by two 
Central Leaders but not by any from the teachers group. 
The nature of inter-school collaboration has changed. My experience of working 
with colleagues from other schools, as part of the Local Authority consortium, 
seems to have belonged to a different era. However, its legacy appears to have 
spawned other forms of collaboration which are more isolated to the academy. 
There are, however, new networks to which the case academy belongs which are 
linked to the Academy Status, PiXL being an example. The academy is no longer 
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restricted to the boundaries imposed by the Local Authority but there seems to be a 
reluctance to form formal partnerships or work to provide meaningful support for 
weaker schools (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q 4 and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1).  
The evidence from this research shows that some inter-school collaboration exists 
but mainly with an added financial incentive (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q4). However, 
the data points to the collaboration being limited to those in a Leadership Team or 
with job roles that require external collaboration, thus isolating collaboration to 
within the case academy. The professional learning communities that exist with 
external practitioners are engineered for a number of reasons, not least, with the 
explicit agenda of benefiting the students. Rhodes (2004) talks about the 
development of PLCs: 
Professional learning communities are not born in their final state; 
they are nurtured and sustained by the value their members derive 
from them.  
(Rhodes et al 2004:115) 
The call for schools to work together, even in a competitive market, is a key 
message in the Academies Commission report (HCEC 2013). They argue that 
collaborative activity generates ‘fundamental change across the school system’ 
(Husbands et al 2013:6). I would suggest the incentives to form formal partnerships 
have to outweigh the costs for academies to invest the effort. Why should they? For 
the greater good (of others) does not seem like a particularly compelling argument. 
By the very nature of their independence, academies have become competitors in 
the local market and not partners. In their report on using collaboration to improve 
schools, Ainscow et al (2006) conclude that: 
The evidence we summarise in this report indicates that, under the right 
circumstances, school-to-school collaboration is a powerful means to 
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strengthen the capacity of schools.........More specifically, these findings 
and our previous research suggests that the evidence is: 
 Strong evidence that collaboration can widen student learning 
opportunities and help address the needs of vulnerable groups of 
learners; 
 Substantial evidence that collaboration can be effective in helping 
schools to resolve immediate problems; and moderate that 
collaborations is effective in helping solve immediate problems, 
and 
 Some evidence that collaboration can be effective in raising 
expectations, if the context is right. 
 (Ainscow et al 2006:10) 
The data in this study showed that moving to more in-house training has led to 
fewer opportunities for staff to leave the academy and visit other institutions 
(Section 4.6.2 Interview Q8). In February 2012, practitioners were expected to visit 
another school to look at their structures and good practice. The responses from 
the learning day visits questionnaire were very strongly positive about the learning 
achieved (Section 4.4.2 and Appendix E). Unfortunately, this opportunity has not 
been repeated.  
With the change to academy status, the academy is no longer part of the Local 
Authority with their county wide opportunities to network. Some evidence from the 
interviews showed that these events were on the decline before the conversion to 
Academy Status as a result of the change of government in 2010 (Section 4.6.2 
Interview Q8). However, some networks of this type exist (Heads of Science and the 
Deputy Heads network Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1), but networking opportunities 
that now exist are now focussed on learning rather than on procedures. 
Teachmeets are a good example (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1). The use of new 
technology is also developing new forms of professional learning networks, such as 
PiXL, that encourage the sharing of ideas and collaboration though virtual networks 
of club members. This can be achieved in small groups or larger subject based 
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networks (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q8, Collins 2001). If these new ways of working 
are to succeed, the attitudes of practitioners have to change to make them work 
and thus encourage the learning community to embrace the change. Practitioners 
need to see the value of the initiatives and efforts invested; practitioners need to be 
rewarded, promoting sustainability as opposed to being part of the incremental 
merry-go-round of policy (Higham and Yeomans 2007). 
The data gathered in the study showed some practitioners working on cross-faculty 
projects or on developing schemes of learning within faculties which could then be 
considered as ‘administratively regulated’ and ‘implementation orientated’ with 
‘predictable outcomes’ Hargreaves (1994:192). To incentivise staff and develop 
collaborative collegiality (Barth 2000, Section 2.4.2) a more flexible approach could 
be taken to promote collaborative practice by allowing practitioners to develop 
their own collaborative projects, perhaps as a part of their annual appraisal. The 
literature suggests that this approach would provide more meaningful outcomes 
(Hargreaves 1994, Stoll et al 2006a), allowing all staff to have greater control over 
the training they receive and the collaborative projects that they work on.  
There was no evidence in the fieldwork for this study that the case academy has any 
formal links with any other school to provide support (Interview, Questionnaire or 
Document data). Some arrangements are in place for training sessions hosted by 
the case academy but these are not the formal arrangements proposed in the 2010 
White paper (DfE 2010). Those who are working with external institutions are doing 
so for the financial gain of the academy or as part of outreach work. There was no 
evidence of practitioners at all levels working with practitioners at another school in 
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a formal partnership as a part of inter school collaboration (Interview, 
Questionnaire and Document data). 
The changing nature of schools, post academisation, has removed them from the 
control of the Local Authority which acted as an organisational hub for local 
networks. I put forward that this has led to an isolation of collaboration which 
seems to be in contrast to the government’s converter academy vision of good or 
outstanding schools supporting struggling schools. Accepting converter academy 
status was done on the understanding that this collaboration would take place but 
as Glatter (2013) reports, academies are ‘mostly breaking that promise’.  
Key findings on the extent to which policy to foster inter and intra school 
collaboration gets translated into practice: 
This finding supports that of other recent studies (Husbands et al 2013, HCEC 2015) 
into the extent of collaboration between converter academies and ‘weaker’ 
schools; there was no evidence of any formal sustained partnership having been 
made between the academy and any other school. It suggests that in the case 
academy, the current drivers for collaboration, including the government’s 
converter academy programme policy requirement to work with weaker schools, 
are merely being paid lip-reverence. External collaboration taking place was based 
on financial benefit for the academy. This collaboration did not allow for 
collaboration at all levels in the academy and only involved a small number of the 
practitioners who participated in the study. 
Practitioner perceptions indicated that the Teachers’ Standards (DfE 2012) was the 
biggest academy based driver for collaboration as it placed a requirement on post-
threshold teachers to deliver coaching. Inter-school collaboration was explicit in the 
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case academy documentation (Section 4.2.5). However, this was found to be a weak 
policy driver. Although practitioners felt that collaboration was encouraged within 
the academy, there were barriers to working off premises. Perceived successful 
inter school collaboration driven by policy was linked to teacher training and 
Safeguarding policies. 
5.3 Conclusions from the data: 
The study was an exploration of the nature and extent of collaborative practice in a 
converter academy. This section presents the points of the data outcomes and 
contextualises the isolation of collaboration. Analysis and discussion of the key 
findings are presented earlier in the chapter, leading to key recommendations and 
observations about the resonance of this research with that of others and the 
competing narratives around collaboration and competition in an increasingly 
marketised, fragmented and devolved secondary state education sector in England. 
Many forms of collaboration exist within the academy but collaboration with 
practitioners from external organisations is limited. Inter-school collaboration was 
mainly conducted by senior staff and some Central Leaders (Section 4.5.2 
CPQuestionnaire Q2, Q3, Q4, & Q5 Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1, Q2, Q7, Q8 & Q10, 
and Tables 12 & 13). This contextualises the principles of PLCs as discussed in 
section 2.5.3. 
Practitioners felt an obligation to collaborate and were aware of the benefits that 
collaboration could provide. Motivation to collaborate was frequently linked to the 
requirements of the UPS pay and performance management progression system 
used as encouragement to lead academy based sessions (Section 4.6.2 Interview 
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Q2, Q3, Q4, Q5 & Q10). This suggests that the Teachers’ Standards (TDA 2007) is the 
key policy driver for practitioner collaboration within the case academy. 
The perceived benefits for collaboration were the development of the practitioners’ 
own learning, the sharing of ideas and skills as well as the learning outcomes of the 
students in the academy (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q2 & Q10 and Figure 9).  
National and academy policies have explicit drivers for collaboration but they are 
not consistent (Higham and Yeaomans 2010) with a lack of clarity of definition 
(Table 1). Practitioners translate these policies through the coaching requirements 
of the UPS. (Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire Q2, Q3 Section 4.6.2 Interview Q2, Q3, 
Q4 & Q10). Some of the national policy requirements are not being addressed 
(Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1, Q2, Q4, Q8 & Q10). 
Although not all interviewees made explicit reference to the Teachers’ Standards in 
the Pay Policy during the interviews, post-threshold teachers were aware, through 
their performance management and appraisal documents, that they were required 
to coach other members of the academy. Findings from the interviews pointed to 
unwritten expectations for collaboration and assumptions that collaboration was a 
part of their role and professional identity. (Section 4.6.2 Interview Q1, Q2, Q4, Q6 
& Q10). The unwritten expectations were linked to the perceived ethos of the case 
academy and that collaboration would be of benefit to the students. 
The largest perceived limiting factor for practitioner collaboration was time. 
(Hargreaves 1994, Fishbaugh 1997, Figures 10 & 12, Section 4.5.2 CPQuestionnaire 
Q6 & 8 and Section 4.6.2 Interview Q4, Q4, Q8 & Q10). Suggestions on how this 
could be addressed are detailed in section 6.4. 
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5.4 Summary: 
This chapter started by addressing the research questions and presents a synopsis 
of the evidence from the data relating to each question. The chapter is used to 
examine the findings drawn from both the academic literature and the fieldwork to 
develop an understanding of the data and present conclusions. The key findings 
that are presented in section 5.3 highlight the isolation of collaboration with 
external organisations. In a marketised system where collaboration is restricted to 
with an individual institution or between organisations within a Multi Academy 
Trust, except for financial gain, working with outside of these boundaries could 
publicly be seen as a weakness. This could enforce the hierarchy of schools imposed 
by league tables and inspections and have a potential impact on reputation and 
student intake leading to longer term sustainability and recruitment of staff and 
students. 
An evaluation of the study’s effectiveness and its contribution to knowledge are 
presented in chapter six. 
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6. Implications for Practice and Future Research: 
 
6.1  Introduction: 
Chapter 5 explored how the data gathered in the study addressed the research 
questions and presented conclusions based on the findings of the study. This 
chapter is used to present the ways in which the study contributes to knowledge, 
offering critical reflections on the research study, considering issues associated with 
the academic literature as well as issues associated with the research approach, 
design and generalisability of the study to broader contexts. This chapter is used to 
offer implications for practice and suggestions for future research. 
6.2  Implications for practice: 
The implications for practice arose from the questionnaire and interview data 
relating to the issue of the time needed to ensure that meaningful outcomes are 
achieved. It is suggested that this could be achieved by using inset time for 
collaborative work. This could be in the form of half or full day blocks or as a part of 
scheduled meeting time. Learning visits to other schools have been structured into 
the academy diary in the past, with the last one occurring in February 2012. The 
findings from the first survey in this study indicated that practitioners would like to 
go back to revisit the host school and would like to invite the other school for a visit 
to the case academy. These visits provided time for practitioners to undertake 
meaningful collaboration and to establish professional relationships outside of the 
case academy. If inter-school relationships are to be developed and utilised, these 
visits need to happen on a more regular basis in order to maintain the momentum. 
Establishing outcomes for the visits before they take place is vital if the learning is 
to have credibility, as disseminating key findings to learning groups on return to the 
241 
 
academy is also crucial. The academy could establish teams to look at specific 
development projects prior to the visits and then allow practitioners time, on their 
return, to assimilate the learning and develop resources. To add value, the academy 
could allow practitioners some autonomy over the collaboration they wish to 
undertake. I would suggest that adopting a formal collaboration agreement to work 
with another school would both promote innovation between practitioners at ALL 
levels and work within the spirit of the reforms to which the academy signed up. 
The data also indicated that the nature of collaboration has changed within the 
academy to include more in-house training in the form of Teachmeets, Learning 
Forums and the introduction of the GROW coaching programme. The implications 
of this change mean that practitioners have fewer opportunities to share good 
practice with others outside the academy and thus spread the pool of knowledge. 
The interview data indicated practitioners’ perception of a shift away from the 
external expert-led courses and to more symmetrical forms of collaboration with 
other schools, including network meetings and training events. This movement was 
mentioned by the Central Leaders group who had more teaching experience and 
were able to judge current practice against that which occurred before the academy 
conversion. The questionnaire data shows (Table 13) the Leadership Team 
respondents were more likely, with teachers being the least likely, to be involved in 
collaborative practice with other institutions. Inter-school collaboration, especially 
amongst teachers below Central Leaders level, should be developed to ‘strengthen 
capacity’ (Ainscow and West 2006:135) and create interschool relationships which 
generate meaningful professional learning. The academy could incentivise staff to 
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generate creative ways in which this could be established, challenging all staff to 
look outside the academy boundaries for ideas.  
Although there is evidence that the academy has introduced an online collaborative 
networking tool in the form of PiXL, at the time the research data was gathered, 
few of the interviewees mentioned this resource; those that did said little of its 
value. More emphasis was placed on face to face collaboration. Only one, a very ICT 
literate Central Leader, made regular use of video conferencing and the internet to 
do symmetrical networking with his peers. This suggests that the policy drivers for 
the development of e-networking are not well developed within the case academy 
and are not being fully utilised. This then reduces the opportunities for practitioners 
to collaborate with others outside of the academy and to exploit the plethora of 
resources that could be gained in a nationwide network. The management of time 
and being able to physically leave the premises, were issues raised by a majority of 
respondents in the questionnaire and interview. Developing professional 
relationships with colleagues in other institutions could be fostered by greater use 
of electronic networking tools.  
The many benefits of collaborative practice have been highlighted throughout this 
study, both in the literature review and from the study data. If the academy is to 
move to a sustaining professional learning community, the shared values of the 
organisation and new developments need to be re-evaluated by all members of the 
community. This, I suggest, means working at all levels to promote collaborative 
practice, both internal and external, establishing this as a priority for the academy. 
The sustaining PLC are educational establishments that are involved in collaborative 
enquiry (DuFour et al 2008), who move from being an organisation that has some 
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‘degree of mastery and is feeling the benefits’ (Stoll et al 2006c:2) to an 
organisation that is more reflective as it introduces new developments as part of a 
re-evaluation process.  
It was clear from the interviews that the policy for collaboration was implicit within 
the academy as interviewees felt that the academy had an ethos of collaborative 
practice and vocalised a desire to work with others for the benefit of the students. 
Some interviewees also discussed national policies, such as the Teachers’ Standards 
and policies relating to safeguarding. However, interviewees were much less clear 
on internal academy policies. The interview data highlighted that practitioners felt 
that systems (performativity, Ball 2003) and policies made it difficult to collaborate 
with others outside the academy. I propose that collaboration in a system where 
practitioners are encouraged to work together is more effective than when they are 
forced to do so through policy. 
6.3  Critical reflection on the research study 
 
In this section, the issues that arose when conducting the study, both in terms of 
strengths and weaknesses are discussed.  
Issues associated with the research questions: 
In the research questions, there was an assumption that collaboration is beneficial 
and that it was taking place in different forms that were derived from a number of 
explicit policy drivers. The study data supported these assumptions. There was also 
the assumption that national policy was being adhered to; the literature and study 
data exploring this assumption suggested that this was not the case.  
Further assumptions, associated with the research questions, were that 
practitioners are able to provide strengths and challenges to collaborative practice. 
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It was assumed that they had sufficiently varied experience (in order) to present 
their perceptions and interpretations of collaborative practice. The practitioners 
who participated in both the learning visits day questionnaire and interviews had 
experience of professional collaboration. Those taking part in the collaborative 
practice questionnaire may have lacked experience of collaboration; however, all 
those taking part answered the question (Appendix F Q4). Selection criteria for 
interviews meant that those who did not have experience of collaboration were not 
selected to take part in this stage. 
Issues associated with the literature: 
The academic literature is generally positive about collaborative practice between 
teachers and suggests it helps raise performance. The quantity of school 
improvement literature is vast as is that for the communities of practice model. The 
boundaries covered in the literature review were confined specifically to 
collaboration between teachers and schools. The volume of literature relating to 
teacher voice on collaboration was limited; studies tended to be focussed on the 
methods and models teachers use to collaborate rather, than their views. This 
research therefore contributes to teacher voice. 
Literature relating to how converter academies collaborate and fulfil their 
obligations set out in funding agreements is beginning to emerge. However, since 
the policy of converter academy was introduced in 2010, there has been limited 
time for a breadth of studies to be carried out on the impact of the collaborative 
policies in schools with the new status. A greater range of studies have been carried 
out on academy chains or on those that have had additional funding to become 
teaching schools. 
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Issues associated with the research approach and design: 
Accepting that the approach to the study was conducted through an interpretivist 
lens, which allowed for the participants to engage in an expression of their own 
perceptions, restricted the use of measurement research questions and 
terminology, including ‘to what extent’ and the following measurement of impact.  
The document and policy analysis for this study was based on the framework drawn 
from the literature. This framework was adapted to include a textual analysis which 
assisted with the selection process. The initial analysis, using this framework, 
provided opportunities to contextualise the policies and documents but the 
detailed analysis did not utilise all areas of the framework as the policies and 
documents were all from the current political era. 
In selecting the questionnaire as a method to provide data for qualitative analysis 
and as a selection tool for participation in interviews, there is a balance to be had 
between the volume of information that can be requested and the time taken by 
participants to participate in the study. Encouraging participation and ensuring that 
participants were aware that this study was related to my research rather than 
directly attributed to the academy, required adhesion to ethical guidelines. Greater 
participation could have been achieved if a more aggressive and overt marketing 
approach was taken. Ensuring there was a sufficient number of participants to make 
a detailed analysis of the data and the length of time the questionnaires were ‘live’, 
caused tensions for the study. Analysis of the data was required, for some 
questions, to group responses and to categorise individuals into groups. Potentially, 
the extent of the responses and detail of individual records may have been 
amalgamated when forming conclusions. In my view, this did not distract from the 
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overall opinions, and this allowed for the volume of data to be analysed with 
individual responses still represented. 
The interviews posed similar tensions to those of the questionnaires; I needed to be 
mindful of the time the participants had for the interview but I had to balance the 
need to collect reliable and high quality data. Alongside this, I allowed the 
interviewees to respond freely about the relevant topics but needed to structure 
the questions sufficiently so the data could be analysed effectively. Initially twelve 
interviews were planned but in light of the questionnaire responses, it became clear 
that this number would mean that a section of participants would be unrepresented 
in the study; the Subject Leaders provided an additional perspective to the study. I 
had also hoped that I would be able to analyse the responses by using the interview 
notes and recordings. When it became evident that this would cause issues with the 
analysis of data, the interviews were then transcribed. The tensions of analysing the 
qualitative data were the same as those posed of the questionnaire. Eventually, I 
reached the conclusion that my difficulties in data analysis were the result of the 
complexities at the very heart of collaboration; this allowed me to gain greater 
clarity in the responses.  
Issues of generalisability: 
Whether the findings from this study and its conclusions, could be applied to other 
contexts is a valid question, however, the study intended to interpret and examine 
a specific situation and was not intended to be a multi-case study. What it does tell 
us, that in this given context, the models of collaboration exist as part of the 
participants’ perceptions of the study. The academy policies are also specific to the 
case situation and are not indicative of policies in other academies. To this extent, 
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generalisability from the research cannot be applied to broader contexts. The issue 
of collaborative practice in other converter academies provides opportunities for 
future research. 
Areas of strength in the research study: 
The methodological approach of case study enabled a range of data to be obtained 
for analysis through sampling. This approach facilitated an in depth study of related 
policies and documents. This was in addition to questionnaires and interviews. The 
academic literature covered not only the positives of educational collaboration and 
its benefits but issues associated with the tensions posed by competition. The range 
of contexts that were covered in the literature review enabled the fieldwork to be 
analysed against the many issues raised. 
The policy analysis framework used provided a structure that gave consistency 
across all documents. By completing a textual analysis of a range of policies, I was 
quickly able to compare a number of policies, allowing certain policies to be 
selected for a more detailed analysis. This initial stage of the analysis highlighted 
the volume of policies that have explicit collaborative requirements.  
The two questionnaires provided a rich stream of data, both of practice in context 
and of practitioners’ perceptions relating to collaboration. The two independent 
questionnaires provided different viewpoints that enabled the issues explored in 
the academic literature to be contextualised within the findings of the study. The 
mixture of both qualitative and quantitative data enabled the perceptions of 
practitioners to be explored, gaining understanding of the complexities linked to 
collaborative policy and practice. By using questionnaires, the study was able to 
gain a number of perceptions relating to collaborative practice through a consistent 
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format, free from external bias. The use of online sampling enabled a larger 
participation rate than using paper copies or interviews alone. 
The interviews provided data that enabled a detailed exploration of the issues 
relating to practitioner collaboration as well allowing practitioners’ perceptions to 
be investigated. The interview questions were structured to address the research 
questions and allow for discussion but also to keep the duration of the interviews as 
short as possible. All those invited to take part in the interviews accepted without 
hesitation. During the interviews the practitioners elaborated on the questions 
asked and showed that they had ideas to contribute to ways forward. 
My professional learning journey: 
I embarked on this study to examine professional collaboration within the academy 
and to gain an understanding of the practitioners’ perceptions towards 
collaboration. The motivational drivers were also of interest as I wanted to 
understand why the practitioners were involved. My professional experiences in the 
Diploma era highlighted the benefits of collaboration within the tensions of 
competition and funding. What is so important about this study? It demonstrates 
that some participants were committed to the concept of collaboration as a model 
in which to develop professional and student learning, sharing my values on the 
merits of collaboration. Others were less enthusiastic. This study has developed my 
own understanding of the collaborative practice being undertaken by practitioners 
within the academy who are adapting to the policy changes of the past decade. It 
has also contributed to personal collaboration, working with practitioners within 
the case academy on my learning journey as a researcher. 
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6.4 Future developments: 
To move forward and to develop the learning community, the research evidence 
points to: 
 Evaluating existing collaborative practice and sharing a joint vision of how 
collaboration, both internal and external, can be developed to enhance 
practitioner and student learning. Using the re-evaluation to develop new 
explicit academy policies that drive innovation forward through 
collaborative practice. 
 Further developing relationships of trust, through openness and continued 
high quality collaborative working by using the range of collaborative 
models. These can be developed by incentivising staff to devise their own 
models for collaborative practice. 
 Extending peer-to-peer symmetrical coaching to staff at all levels to 
strengthen and develop professional practice, re-establishing the work 
developed through the GROW programme. 
 Providing time and structures to plan collaborative experiences for students. 
 Ensuring that collaboration is extended beyond the academy boundaries, 
making sure that this is encouraged and embedded in effective and 
monitored policy.  
 Developing the use of electronic networks which are accessible to all 
practitioners in the case academy with training where needed. 
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6.5 Future research: 
The study opens a number of avenues for future research. Given the government’s 
agenda to autonomise education through the academies programme, it is of 
potential interest to examine the models of collaborative practice in other 
converter academies and observe how the collaboration is managed.  
There appears to be a strong need for the study of collaborative practice in other 
converter academies developing an understanding of the effectiveness of 
collaboration in these different institutions. This would provide clarity on the impact 
government policy has on academies supporting weaker schools.  
Future research could be conducted into the use of online networking tools to 
promote collaboration between practitioners. This would be to understand how 
new technology could be used and how this could impact on the promotion of new 
partnerships between schools and networks that do not require face-to face 
meetings. 
The leadership of collaboration featured strongly in the study as a driver for 
collaboration and in shaping school collaborative policy. It may be of interest to 
examine the effectiveness of leadership policies relating to collaboration and if 
embedding changing working practices to promote collaboration within academies 
produces improved outcomes for the learners within. 
I think that it would make for a more collaborative curriculum where 
the links between geography maths science design technology can be 
better put across to the students and genuinely see better link and 
actually, why have a design project in DT that is just isolated, when 
some of the related maths could also be delivered at the same time as 
part of the curriculum design. (Participant 26) 
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Appendix B: Data Analysis – Policies 
 
 Documentation Date and ref No. Of references 
to Collaboration 
Context 
1 14-19: 
Extending 
Opportunities, 
Raising 
Standards 
2002 Feb  
Green Paper (DfES): 
Pp92 
Collaboration:37 
Collaborative 20 
Partnership:0 
Consortia:0 
 
2 Education Act 
2002 Chapter 
32 
Education Act 
2002   
2002 July 
Section 8 Teachers 
:122 Power to prescribe 
pay and conditions 
231PP 
 P15: Introduction of 
Federations, meaning a 
group of schools that are 
federated and can be 
treated as a single school. 
P77 The Secretary of State 
may by order make 
provision for the 
determination of— 
(a)the remuneration of 
school teachers; 
(b)other conditions of 
employment of school 
teachers which relate to 
their professional duties or 
working time. 
3 Success for All: 
Reforming 
Further 
Education and 
Training: our 
Vision for the 
Future 
2002 November 
Pp 59 
Collaboration:6 
Partnership:26 
Consortia:0 
 
4 14-19 
Opportunities 
and Excellence  
2003 pp 53 
DfES 0744/2002 
Collaboration: 13 
Partnerships: 20 
Consortia :0 
 
5 Department for 
Education and 
Skills: Five Year 
strategy for 
Children and 
Learners 
2004 July 
Cm 6272 
Pp113 
Collaboration :19 
Partnership 84 
Collaborative:10 
Consortia:0 
 
6 14-19 
Curriculum and 
Qualifications 
Reform 
Final Report of 
the Working 
Group on 14-19 
Reform 
(Tomlinson 
report) 
2004 October 
pp118 
Collaboration =23  
7 14-19 Education 
and Skills 
2005 Feb  
Cm 6476 
Collaboration=10 
Partnership=21 
 
 14-19 Education 
and Skills: 
2005  
2037-2005DCL-EN 
 The DfES implementation 
plan for the reforms outlined 
266 
 
Implementation 
Plan. 
in the 14-19 Education and 
Skills legislation. It details 
and formalises how the 
policy document should be 
implemented and includes 
the requirement to develop 
consortia so that formal local 
collaboration can take place 
between institutions to 
deliver all the curriculum 
requirements. P 
8 RESEARCH 
PAPER 06/15 
9 MARCH 2006 
The Education 
and 
Inspections Bill 
2006 March 
Pp 82  
Bill 134 of 2005-06 
Collaboration:12 
Partnership 9 
Consortia: 0 
 
10 Review of Skills: 
Prosperity For 
All in the Global 
Economy: World 
Class Skills – 
Final Report 
2006 Dec 
349624 
154pp 
Collaboration 13 
Partnership 33 
Collaborative 0 
Consortia 0 
 
 Delivering 14-19 
Reform: Next 
Steps 
2008 
DCFS_00805-2008 
94pp 
Collaboration 15 
Partnership 109 
Collaborative 24 
Consortia 80 
 
 21st Century 
Schools: A world 
Class Education 
for Every Child 
2008 
DCSF-01044-2008 
49pp 
 Outlining how schools 
should look beyond 
traditional barriers working 
with other partners to 
provide a more personalised 
approach for each child. 
 14-19 
Partnerships 
and Planning 
2009 Jan 
PP33 
 
Collaboration:5 
Partnership:159 
Collaborative: 5 
Consortia:11 
 
11 LSIS Review of 
Evidence: 14-19 
Agenda 
2009 
pp61 
Collaboration =49 
Partnership =120 
Consortia 29 
 
 Delivering the 
2013 Diploma 
Entitlement: 
guidance to 
local authorities 
and providers 
2009 
DCSF-00708-2009  
43pp 
Collaboration: 10 
Collaborative:17 
Partnership:66 
Consortia 38 
This document outlines the 
proposal that from 2013, 14-
19 year olds will have a 
statutory entitlement to 
study Diplomas, 
underpinned by statutory 
duties on local authorities 
and schools. Diplomas 
provide an important 
pathway as part of the 
broader 14-19 Entitlement, 
set out in ‘Delivering 14-19 
Reform: Next Steps’. 
 14-19 
Qualifications 
Strategy 
2010 May 
Research Report DFE-
RR055 
Collaboration : 0 
Collaborative: 6 
Partnership: 93 
Report on Qualifications and 
delivery based on research 
from a number of 
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Research 
Burgess & 
Rogers 
Pp120 Consortia 6 partnerships in England.  
12 The importance 
of Teaching: 
The Schools 
White Paper 
2010 Nov 
95 PP 
 
Collaboration:7 
Partnership:6 
Consortia:0 
Collaborative: 1 
Network: 18 
Federation: 13 
Change of focus for the new 
Coalition government. 
Extending the Academy 
programme and extending 
local schools powers to 
innovate to develop practice 
through collaboration and 
federations. 
 Cooperative 
Schools: Making 
a Difference 
2009 
www.teachernet.gov.uk
/publications 
Search using the ref: 
DCSF-00416-2009 
24pp 
Collaboration:2 
Partnership:11 
Consortia:0 
Collaborative: 3 
Network: 5 
Federation: 0 
A Co-operative Trust 
provides schools with a 
unique opportunity to build a 
school ethos around co-
operative values helping to 
create more opportunities 
for pupils 
 School teachers’ 
pay and 
conditions 
document 2014 
and guidance on 
school teachers’ 
pay and 
conditions  
Department for 
Education 
September 2014 DfE 
88PP 
Reference: DFE-
00537-2014 
Collaboration:10 
Partnership:1 
Consortia:0 
Collaborate: 3 
Network: 1 
Federation: 3 
Collaborative: 2 
This Document contains 
provisions relating to the 
statutory conditions of 
employment of school 
teachers in England and 
Wales and has been 
prepared by the Secretary of 
State for Education in 
anticipation of an order 
being made under section 
122 of The Education Act 
2002 
 Teachers’ 
Standards  
Guidance for 
school leaders, 
school staff and 
governing 
bodies  
Department for 
Education 
July 2011(introduction 
updated June 2013) 
DfE 
Reference: DFE-
00066-2011 
15 PP 
Collaboration: 
Partnership:0 
Consortia:0 
Collaborate: 0 
Network: 0 
Federation: 0 
Guidance for school leaders 
on the implementation of the 
teacher’s standards 
Standards of teaching and 
personal and professional 
conduct 
 Implementing 
your school’s  
approach to pay  
Departmental 
advice for 
maintained 
schools and 
local authorities 
September 2014 
Reference: DFE-
00538-2014 
52 PP 
Collaboration:2 
Partnership:0 
Consortia:0 
Collaborate: 0 
Network: 0 
Federation: 3 
It is non-statutory and has 
been produced to help 
schools and governing 
bodies review and revise 
their processes for decisions 
on teachers’ and leadership 
pay. It should be read 
alongside the School 
Teachers’ Pay and 
Conditions Document 
(STPCD) 2014. 
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Appendix C: Analysis of Selected Policies 
Policy Information: The Importance of Teaching: The Schools White Paper 
Title: The Importance of Teaching: The Schools White Paper 
Date Published: 24 November 2010 
Publisher: HMSO  Cm 7980 
Length: 95pp 
www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/175429/CM-
7980.pdf  
 
Context 
In this country we have seen the success over the past two decades of the City 
Technology Colleges (CTCs) and then the Academies programme. CTCs and former 
CTCs are now some of the best schools in the country and children on free school 
meals who attend them do twice as well as the national average. Academies 
improved at GCSE level twice as fast as other schools in 2008 and 2009. This week’s 
OfSTED Annual Report confirms their success – explaining that their freedoms allow 
them to innovate and ‘ensure that educationalists can concentrate on education’.  
This White Paper, for the first time, offers these freedoms to all schools in a way 
that encourages them to work with each other to improve. Our best schools will 
able to convert directly to Academy status but will have to work with less successful 
schools to help them improve. Other schools will be able to become Academies by 
joining federations or chains. Teachers, parents and charities will be able to open 
new schools where there is a clear demand for something not offered at the 
moment. All schools, whether they choose to become Academies or not, will see a 
massive reduction in the bureaucracy foisted on them in recent years. 
This White Paper signals a radical reform of our schools. We have no choice but 
to be this radical if our ambition is to be world-class. The most successful 
countries already combine a high status teaching profession; high levels of 
autonomy for schools; a comprehensive and effective accountability system 
and a strong sense of aspiration for all children, whatever their background. 
Tweaking things at the margins is not an option. Reforms on this scale are 
absolutely essential if our children are to get the education they deserve. 
P3 
 
Textual analysis 
 
Collaborate : 3 
Collaboration:7 
Partnership:6 
Consortia:0 
Collaborative: 1 
Network: 18 
Federation: 13 
Political Era 
This Document was published seven months after the change of government in May 2010 
to a Conservative led coalition. It signalled the proposed radical change needed to 
transform education to make our system world class – as outlined in the introduction. It laid 
out plans to build on the successes and raised standards of recent decade. It signalled a 
move to greater autonomy of schools through the Academy programme and giving powers 
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to interested bodies to set up their own free school. All of which would be centrally funded 
and out of Local Authority control. 
This policy is introduced in the context that after 13 years of New Labour rule and the 
introduction of the Academy and Academy chain development and radical change in 
education was needed. The document set out the new government’s intention for the 
development of the education system and promoting school powers of autonomy.  
 
Policy process 
Developing policy from inception to implementation:  
Conservitive manifesto 2010 We will reform education, with new schools – and higher 
standards and improved discipline for all. p46 
The single most important thing for a good education is for every child to have access to a 
good teacher. P62 
 
Grant Maintained schools – Conservitive policy 1990s 
Introduction of CTCs and the change to Academy chains 
The introduction of Beacon Schools,  
The introduction of Pathfinder schools. 
 
This policy introduces ne powers for schools to become an Academies which is no longer have 
to be part of a formal chain but can gain the powers of autonomy without need for formal 
links. The school did have to apply to become an academy and state the school they wanted 
to work with to improve. Schools that were judged Good or outstanding by OFTED were able 
to apply for this change of status. Other schools that were not meeting expected levels of 
progress were converted to academies as part of a chain sponsored by a high performing 
school. 
Political intentions: 
This White Paper signals a radical reform of our schools. We have no choice but to be 
this radical if our ambition is to be world-class.  
Our schools should be engines of social mobility, helping children to overcome the 
accidents of birth and background to achieve much more than they may ever have 
imagined. 
Our school system performs well below its potential and can improve significantly. 
Many other countries in the world are improving their schools faster than we are. 
Many other countries have much smaller gaps between the achievements of rich and 
poor than we do. The very best performing education systems show us that there 
need be no contradiction between a rigorous focus on high standards and a 
determination to narrow attainment gaps between pupils from different parts of 
society; between a rigorous and stretching curriculum and high participation in 
education; or between autonomous teachers and schools and high levels of 
accountability.  
This white paper sets out our plans for continuing to take action that is urgently 
needed 
Ideologies: The second lesson of world class education systems is that they devolve 
as much power as possible to the front line, while retaining high levels of 
accountability. The OECD has shown that countries which give the most autonomy 
to head teachers and teachers are 4 The Importance of Teaching the ones that do 
best. Finland and South Korea – the highest performing countries in PISA – have 
clearly defined and challenging universal standards, along with individual school 
autonomy.  
In this country we have seen the success over the past two decades of the City 
 
P4 
 
P6 
 
 
 
P8 
 
 
 
 
 
P9 
270 
 
Technology Colleges (CTCs) and then the Academies programme. CTCs and former 
CTCs are now some of the best schools in the country and children on free school 
meals who attend them do twice as well as the national average. Academies 
improved at GCSE level twice as fast as other schools in 2008 and 2009. This week’s 
OfSTED Annual Report confirms their success – explaining that their freedoms allow 
them to innovate and ‘ensure that educationalists can concentrate on education’. 
 
Stakeholders: 
Schools, parents 
National network of Teaching Schools 
Support – not turn away – teachers, charities, parent groups and others who have the 
vision and drive to open Free Schools in response to parental demand 
 
 
P9 
 
P52 
 
Political Space 
National Numeracy comment: 26 Sept 12 
This White Paper was launched by the new coalition Government after taking 
up office in May 2010. It outlines their plans and the steps they believe are 
necessary to enact a whole-system reform in England. It encompasses their plans for both 
profound structural change and rigorous attention to standards. It includes a plan for 
attracting and training even better teachers. It outlines a direction of travel on the 
curriculum and qualifications which they believe allows us to learn from, and outpace, the 
world’s best. 
Remarkably little is included relating to numeracy and (fortunately) no prescription as to 
‘the best method’ of teaching numeracy.  
http://www.nationalnumeracy.org.uk/resources/32/index.html 
 
RE-THINKING THE IMPORTANCE OF TEACHING: CURRICULUM AND COLLABORATION IN AN 
ERAOF LOCALISM 
Louise Thomas March 2012 
http://www.thersa.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/570716/RSA-Re-thinking-the-
importance-of-teaching.pdf  
Current education policy devolves more control over curriculum to state schools, and 
renews emphasis on ‘teacher quality’. At the same time, there are moves towards 
increasing localism across public services, and the idea of civic activism is influencing the 
ways in which public services relate to the communities they operate within. These policies 
speak directly to the RSA agendas of democratisation of schooling and citizen participation 
in public services. They also present an opportunity for the development of a form of 
teacher professionalism that meets the complex and multiple needs of contemporary 
society, and a more localised and engaged education system. 
 
Better: Evidence-based Education 
Web page accessed 23 August 2014 
http://www.betterevidence.org/uk-edition/issue-6/the-importance-of-evidence/ 
 
The White Paper does offer more ideas on how existing teaching will be improved. The plan 
is to develop a network of Teaching Schools, modelled on teaching hospitals, that will “lead 
the training and professional development of teachers and head teachers”. 
Teaching Schools will be outstanding schools made responsible for initial teacher training in 
their area, but they will also offer professional development for teachers and leaders. These 
Teaching Schools will be accredited by the National College. Local schools will be able to 
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decide whether or not to use their services. 
What kinds of professional development will be available? The emphasis seems to be on 
observation, with the white paper suggesting that a model of collaborative professional 
development will be the way forward. Teachers and leaders will be given time to observe 
and reflect on their professional practice and will improve as a result. 
This is in line with the government’s view that teaching is a craft that can be learnt on the 
job. But is there not more to effective teaching than the received wisdom of one’s peers? 
Are there elements of teaching that have been proven to be more effective than others, for 
which there is robust evidence? 
 
 
Contextual content: 
Text Context 
P
ag
e 
n
o
 
Many have put in place comprehensive plans for school improvement 
which involve improving teacher quality, granting greater autonomy to 
the front line, modernising curricula, making schools more accountable 
to their communities, harnessing detailed performance data and 
encouraging professional collaboration. It is only through such whole-
system reform that education can be transformed to make a nation 
one of the world’s top performers. F
o
rw
ar
d
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y 
th
e 
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e
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 o
f 
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at
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 7 
Government should make sure that school funding is fair, with more 
money for the most disadvantaged, but should then support the efforts 
of teachers, helping them to learn from one another and from proven 
best practice, rather than ceaselessly directing them to follow 
centralised Government initiatives.  E
xe
cu
ti
ve
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13:Across the world, the case for the benefits of school autonomy has 
been established beyond doubt.  
15:It is our ambition, therefore, to help every school which wishes to 
enjoy greater freedom to achieve Academy status. Some schools will 
not want to acquire Academy status just yet, others do not yet have 
the capacity to enjoy full Academy freedoms without external support 
or sponsorship. But our direction of travel is towards schools as 
autonomous institutions collaborating with each other on terms set by 
teachers, not bureaucrats. 
16. So, we will: 
●● Increase freedom and autonomy for all schools, removing 
unnecessary duties and burdens, and allowing all schools to choose for 
themselves how best to develop. 
●● Dramatically extend the Academies programme, opening it up to all 
schools: already there are 347 Academies, up from 203 in July. 
●● Ensure that there is support for schools increasingly to collaborate 
through Academy chains and multi-school trusts and federations. E
xe
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ve
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22. The primary responsibility for improvement rests with schools, and 
the wider system should be designed so that our best schools and 
leaders can take on greater responsibility, leading improvement work 
across the system.  
23. So we will: 
●● Establish a new collaboration incentive, which financially rewards 
schools which effectively support weaker schools and demonstrably 
improve their performance. E
xe
cu
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ve
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We will make sure that teachers have support for their 
professional development  
2.26 As part of their work, we will expect Teaching Schools to draw 
together outstanding teachers in an area who are committed to 
supporting other schools. There are currently many designations for 
these teachers, including Advanced Skills Teachers, Excellent Teachers 
and Leading Teachers. We will re-examine this range of designations to 
create a single simple designation which identifies more clearly leading 
practitioners who work to support others.  
2.27 At the same time, we will work to support the professional 
development of all teachers. As opportunities to observe and be 
observed are central to effective professional development, we will 
make clear that there is no ‘three hour limit’ on the amount of time a 
teacher can be observed. The Chartered London Teacher model 
provides a reward for teachers reaching the ‘threshold’, who have 
undertaken a programme of collaborative professional development 
and met challenging T
ea
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5.6 So there is great scope for us to extend autonomy and freedom for 
schools in England. It is our ambition that Academy status should be 
the norm for all state schools, with schools enjoying direct funding and 
full independence from central and local bureaucracy. Some schools 
are not yet in a position to enjoy full Academy freedoms and we will 
ensure that all schools, whatever their status, are freed from 
unnecessary bureaucracy, and enjoy progressively greater autonomy, 
with their own funding, ethos and culture. We expect schools to use 
their increased autonomy to explore new ways of working together – 
but collaboration in the future will be driven by school leaders and 
teachers – not bureaucrats. 
5.7 In order to help all schools enjoy greater freedom to excel we will: 
●● Dramatically extend the Academies programme so that all schools 
can take on the autonomy Academy status offers, using it to raise 
standards and narrow the attainment gap. 
Th
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New Academies  
In May 2010, the Secretary of State invited outstanding schools to 
benefit from the freedom that Academy status brings. Since August 
2010, 80 new Academies have opened. A further 118 Academies in the 
near future. 
5.12 We will expect every school judged by OfSTED to be outstanding 
or good with outstanding features which converts into an Academy to 
commit to supporting at least one weaker school in return for Academy 
status. 
55 
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7.13 We will also establish a new collaboration incentive worth £35m 
each year. This will financially reward schools which support weaker 
schools to demonstrably improve their performance while also 
improving their own. The fund will incentivise improvements in 
attainment overall, improvements in progression and narrowing of the 
attainment gap between deprived pupils and others. S
ch
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l 
im
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en
t 
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Conclusions: 
The white paper is the new conservative led coalition government’s vision of a self –
improving education system. The paper recognises that there have been improvements in the 
education system in the past, but insist that more needs to be done. It underlines the thinking 
that improving of the school system is necessary to keep up with the best school systems in 
the world. To achieve this, the paper outlines greater freedoms and autonomy from 
government and local authority control in return for increased accountability measures. 
Underpinning the paper is the rationale that social economic factors and poor performance of 
some groups (free school meals), should not have a bearing on overall attainment. The white 
paper put in place funding, in terms of pupil premium, to target disadvantaged groups 
(£2.5bn of extra money by 2014-15 to follow poorer children to improve life chances p4 or 
£2.5bn per year on the Pupil Premium by the end of the spending review period). The paper 
outlines the other methods: 
1. Teaching and Leadership: raising the quality of entrants to the profession, providing 
an effective model of teacher training – by expanding the Teach First programme, 
reforming the way new and existing teachers are trained, developing an network of 
Teaching Schools and making sure teachers have support for their professional 
development. 
2. Behaviour: increase the authority of teachers and head teachers to discipline 
students; focus OfSTED inspections more strongly on behaviour and safety of 
students P10) 
3. Curriculum and assessment: review of the national curriculum and introduction of the 
English Baccalaureate, rising the age of compulsory attendance in education and 
training to 18 by 2015. Raising the status of teachers by giving them renewed 
freedom and autonomy to make significant contribution to improving schools. 
4. The new school system: increased school autonomy in a system with good teachers’ 
flexibility in the curriculum and accountability measures (14:p11). Deciding the ethos 
of the school and own destiny, moving towards schools as autonomous institutions 
collaborating with each other in terms set by teachers not bureaucrats(16:p12). 
Ensuring schools have support to collaborate through academy chains. Dramatically 
extending the Academies programme, opening it up to all schools. 
5. Accountability: autonomy, alongside accountability for student performance driving 
educational improvement. Achieved by putting more information in the public 
domain – increase time inspectors spend in the classroom, and make it easier for 
schools to adopt models of governance which work for them – to hold the school to 
account for children’s progress.(20:p13) 
6. School improvement: Decentralise approaches to school improvement, making 
schools responsible and accountable for their own improvement, so the best school 
leaders can take responsibility and lead improvement. Publishing families of schools’ 
data. Transforming schools who do not meet standards to academy status; establish 
a collaboration incentive to reward schools which effectively support weaker schools 
(23:p14) 
7. School funding; making school funding more transparent and fairer. Target resources 
at the most deprived pupils 
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Policy Information: School Teachers’ pay and conditions document 2014 and guidance on 
school teacher’s pay and conditions 
Title: School Teachers’ pay and conditions document 2014 and guidance on 
school teacher’s pay and conditions 
Date Published: September 2014 
Publisher: Department for Education 
Length: 88pp 
www.gov.uk/government/publications/school-teachers-pay-and-conditions-2014  
Context 
This Document contains provisions relating to the statutory conditions of 
employment of school teachers in England and Wales and has been prepared by 
the Secretary of State for Education in anticipation of an order being made under 
section 122 of The Education Act 2002 – The right for the government to set pay 
and conditions. 
It contains the teachers standards and the practicing standards for teachers in 
Wales 
It relates to teachers in maintained schools in England and Wales but also adds 
Broadly speaking, this means that any party not following this guidance would 
need to have good reason not to do so and would need to be able to justify any 
departure from it. 
This document sets our the terms of pay and conditions of teachers in England 
and Wales. 
The introduction lists that changes since the 2013 pay and conditions document. 
Sets pay scales and links to the appraisal document. 
P7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P5 
Textual analysis 
 
Collaboration:10 
Partnership:1 
Consortia:0 
Collaborate: 3 
Network: 1 
Federation: 3 
Collaborative: 2 
Political Era 
Introduced by the conservative led coalition governments to be used in 
conjunction with the teachers’ standards.  
Issued as part of the political drivers to improve schools by incentivising 
teachers pay and conditions. 
Moving back to the appraisal process and introduction of performance 
related pat. 
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These two documents have been combined for analysis as they contain the same text 
except for some modifications of some terminology in the 2013 document. 
Policy Information: Teachers’ Standards Guidance for school leaders, school Staff and 
Governing bodies 
Title: Teachers’ Standards. Guidance for school leaders, school Staff and 
Governing bodies 
Date Published: July 2011 (introduction updated June 2013) 
Publisher: Department for Education 
Length: 15 pp 
www.gov.uk/government/collections/teachers-standards  
Context 
Teachers’ Standards were introduced on 1 September 2012 to set a clear baseline of 
expectations for the professional practice and conduct of teachers. 
1. The new Teachers’ Standards published by the Secretary of State for Education 
introduce some significant changes in terms of structure, content and application. This 
introduction is designed to assist those who will be using the standards to understand 
those changes and to implement the new standards effectively.  
They replace the standards for Qualified Teacher Status (QTS) and the Core 
professional standards previously published by the Training and Development Agency 
for Schools (TDA), 1 and the General Teaching Council for England's Code of Conduct 
and Practice for Registered Teachers.  
These standards replace the core standards and QTS standards as part of the 
professional standards for teachers as set out in the 2007 document. 
These are the Teachers’ Standards for use in schools in England from September 2012. 
The standards define the minimum level of practice expected of trainees and teachers 
from the point of being awarded qualified teacher status (QTS).  
The Teachers’ Standards are used to assess all trainees working towards QTS, and all 
those completing their statutory induction period. They are also used to assess the 
performance of all teachers with QTS who are subject to The Education (School 
Teachers’ Appraisal) (England) Regulations 2012, and may additionally be used to 
assess the performance of teachers who are subject to these regulations and who hold 
qualified teacher learning and skills (QTLS) status.  
What legislation do the standards refer to?  
Schedule 2 of The Education (School Teachers’ Qualifications) (England) Regulations 
2003 The Education (School Teachers’ Appraisal) (England) Regulations 2012 
Page 
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Textual analysis 
 
2012 
 
Professional 
development: 5 
Standards:55 
Assess: 41 
Policy Information: Teachers’ Standards 
Title: Teachers’ Standards 
Date Published: May 2012 
Publisher: Department for Education 
Length: 11pp 
www.gov.uk/government/collections/teachers-standards  
Context 
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2013 
Professional 
development: 4 
Standards:76 
Assess: 18 
Teacher 72 
Pupil 29 
Political Era 
The Teachers’ Standards were first introduced as The Professional Standards for Teachers that was 
published by the TDA in 2005 under The Education Act 2002 (c.32) section 122. The Act allowed for the 
government to set standards of teaching quality. As part of the political unease of the quality of 
education provision and the growing decline in the perceived standards of teaching.  
To improve and standardise the quality of education, all teachers were required to meet a set of 
standards. Teachers’ Standards were introduced on 1 September 2012 to set a clear baseline of 
expectations for the professional practice and conduct of teachers. Replacing the professional standards 
for teachers  set out by the previous government. 
Introduced two years into the coalition governments term and 18 months after the 2010 white paper, 
the new teachers’ standards include Fundamental British Values, and contain more  information on 
misconduct (18:p5) 
Set now in two sections and with a reduced number of standards  these are teaching and Personal and 
professional conduct. 
After the 2010 white paper and the rapid expansion of the academy programme, the teachers Standards 
cover maintained schools. 
Policy process 
The standards replaced the Professional Standards for Teachers that was published by the TDA in 2005 
under The Education Act 2002 (c.32) section 122.  
Announced by Michael Gove in July 2011, Formally published in May 2012 and guidance updated in 
2013. 
The 2013 document is slightly loner because of an extra cover and a slightly different layout. 
The standards were introduced following the recommendations in the reports of the independent 
Review of Teachers’ Standards, chaired by Sally Coates. These reports are available from GOV.UK.  
Intentions:  
To improve the quality of teaching, making teachers accountable.  
To set a framework in which teachers must work within 
Set clear guidance and a framework of standards, lined to appraisal to judge performance. 
Political Space 
9 Following the period of induction, the standards will continue to define the level of practice at 
which all qualified teachers are expected to perform. From September 2012, teachers’ 
performance will be assessed against the standards as part of the new appraisal arrangements 
in schools.  
P3 
13 The new standards are presented as separate headings, numbered from 1 to 8 in Part 1, 
each of which is accompanied by a number of bulleted sub-headings. The bullets, which are an 
integral part of the standards, are designed to amplify the scope of each heading. The bulleted 
sub-headings should not be interpreted as separate standards in their own right, but should be 
used by those assessing trainees and teachers to track progress against the standard, to 
determine areas where additional development might need to be observed, or to identify areas 
where a trainee or teacher is  
Progression and Professional Development  
14 The new standards have been designed to set out a basic framework within which all 
teachers should operate from the point of initial qualification. Appropriate self-evaluation, 
reflection and professional development activity is critical to improving teachers’ practice at all 
career stages. The standards set out clearly the key areas in which a teacher should be able to 
assess his or her own practice, and receive feedback from colleagues. As their careers progress, 
teachers will be expected to extend the depth and breadth of knowledge, skill and 
understanding that they demonstrate in meeting the standards, as is judged to be appropriate 
to the role they are fulfilling and the context in which they are working.  
P4 
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Policy Information:  Professional Standards for Teachers 
Title: Professional Standards for Teachers – Post Threshold 
Date Published: April 2007 
Publisher: Teacher Development Agency 
Length: 36pp 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20111218081624/http://tda.gov.uk/teacher/devel
oping-career/professional-standards-guidance/downloads.aspx  
Context 
1. The framework of professional standards for teachers will form part of a wider 
framework of standards for the whole school workforce. This includes the Training and 
Development Agency for Schools’ (TDA) review of the national occupational standards 
for teaching/classroom assistants and the professional standards for higher level 
teaching assistants in consultation with social partners and other key stakeholders and 
a review of leadership standards informed by the independent review of the roles and 
responsibilities of head teachers and the leadership group. 
Professional standards are statements of a teacher’s professional attributes, 
professional knowledge and understanding, and professional skills. They provide clarity 
of the expectations teach career stage. The standards are not to be confused with and 
do not replace the professional duties contained in the School Teachers’ Pay and 
Conditions Document, which sets out the roles and responsibilities of teachers. 
The standards provide the framework for a teacher’s career and clarify what 
progression looks like. As now, to access each career stage a teacher will need 
to demonstrate that he/she has met the relevant standards. 
P2 
Textual analysis 
 
Collaboration:8 
Network: 1 
Federation: 0 
Collaborative: 0 
Coaching and mentoring:5 
Political Era 
This document was published by the QUANGO the TDA following the change in the law 
following the 2002 Education Act allowing the government to prescribe teachers pay and 
conditions. 
The TDA was set up to oversee teacher development on professional practice alongside the 
General teaching Council. 
This policy was published in an era of mistrust over teaching standards and the quality of 
education in an era of school transformation in terms of collaboration through the new 
specialist diploma.  
Policy process 
Developing policy from inception to implementation: 
This includes the Training and Development Agency for Schools’ (TDA) review of the national 
occupational standards for teaching. 
2002 Education Act providing powers to set teacher pay and conditions 
The development of the TDA and General Teaching council to monitor standards and the 
teaching profession to make teachers and schools more accountable 
Change of the Appraisal process to performance management and linking performance 
management to the standards. 
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Introduction of the school teachers pay and conditions document. 
School teachers’ review body 25 May 2005 
Political intentions; 
To rise standards 
Increased accountability  
Stakeholders: 
Social partners 
Teachers 
Governors 
Classroom assistants and teaching assistants 
Political Space 
Text: 
12. The framework of standards is progressive, reflecting the progression expected of 
teachers as their professional attributes, knowledge, understanding and skills develop 
and they demonstrate increasing effectiveness in their roles. Post Threshold Teachers 
are able to act as role models for teaching and learning, make a distinctive contribution 
to raising standards across the school, continue to develop their expertise post 
threshold and provide regular coaching and mentoring to less experienced teachers. 
p4 
9.In all these cases, performance management is the key process. Performance 
management provides the context for regular discussions about teachers’ career 
aspirations and their future development, within or beyond their current career stage. 
P3 
• The term ‘colleagues’ is used for all those professionals with whom a teacher might 
work. It encompasses teaching colleagues, the wider 
workforce within an educational establishment, and also those from outside with 
whom teachers may be expected to have professional working relationships, for 
example early years and health professionals and colleagues working in children’s 
services. 
P5 
C40: Work as a team member and identify opportunities for working with colleagues, 
managing their work where appropriate and sharing the development of effective 
practice with them. 
C41: Ensure that colleagues working with them are appropriately involved in 
supporting learning and understand the roles they are expected to fulfil. 
P21 
P9: Promote collaboration and work effectively as a team member P24 
P10: Contribute to the professional development of colleagues through coaching and 
mentoring, demonstrating effective practice, and providing advice and feedback. 
P24 
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Appendix D: Academy letters 
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Appendix E: Report of Collaborative Learning Visits Day 
Learning visits day 10th Feb 2012 Review 
 
This review is based on data gained from two questionnaires that were conducted 
before and after the visits day. The rationale for this was to find staff perceptions of 
their learning objectives prior to the visit and then to test if this occurred in 
practice. The survey was also intended to find out why staff chose particular 
establishments to visit. Staff taking part in the GROW program were targeted for 
the first questionnaire and specific names were invited to take part in the second 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was conducted online with participants being 
emailed a link. No names were asked for, however the name of the establishment 
visited was, and responses, in most cases, could lead to identification of 
respondents. 
The first survey went live the week before the visits and had 27 respondents.  The 
reason the establishments were chosen was mixed with the main reason being 
because of their good practice. 91% said the visit was linked to their main area of 
professional practice. 67% said they found it easy to arrange the visit with none 
saying it was hard to arrange and 81% had a pre arranged plan for the day. The 
questionnaire was designed to find out if the chosen establishment was closer to 
home than school, but 74% said they were going to travel further, with 3 
respondents travelling, on average 97 miles to their visit school. 
Why did you choose your host establishment? Response 
percentage 
Response 
count 
Personal contact 37.0% 10 
Because of their good practice 40.7% 11 
Worked with these colleagues before 18.5% 5 
Location 22.2% 6 
Performance Management Target 14.8 4 
Other 22.2 6 
 
Objectives for the visit ranged from lesson observations of an aspect of teaching as 
well as work shadowing and researching good practice. 93% said their visit was 
directly linked to their professional duties. The final question asked what the likely 
impact on professional practice was. Responses to this were all targeted at 
improved understanding. One respondent said: 
“Give me a better perspective on the challenges local primary school's face 
in delivering high quality lessons to their pupils in terms of subject specific 
knowledge as well as physical barriers. This will assist my understanding of 
pupils knowledge and skills when they arrive at the academy in year 7 and 
so allow me to tailor these lessons to their needs.” 
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A post visit survey was conducted and had31 respondents. Of these the majority 
(61%) met all of their objectives for the day, with an additional 19.4% meeting 
additional objectives not previously mentioned. This equates to 24/31 respondents 
with an additional 6 meeting some objectives. 
When asked how useful the visit was, only 14% scored the day less than 5/7 with 
the majority (45.2%) saying it was very useful.  6.5% said it would have a small 
impact on their practice most were more than positive about the impact on 
practice. 
The dissemination of information was mainly through faculty meetings but some 
staff said it would be through learning conversations and talks with their line 
manager. 35% said the learning would be included in the development of schemes 
of Learning. When asked what the most important thing they learnt was, the 
respondents gave a wide range of positive answers. One said: 
“I learnt that even reception [students] were independent learners and 
that the students are allowed to grow and prosper at their own pace. This 
helped me to realise that i need to remember that each and every student 
is individual.” 
Finally there were two questions relating to collaborative learning. Only 25% said 
that they were part of a network although a number said that they would like to be. 
The ideas about the term collaboration related to sharing of practice. 
To summarise the day the respondents said that for the future: 
Would you revisit the host school? 61% 
Would you invite colleagues from your host school to 
XXXXX to see our practice 
61% 
Would you not want to visit your host school again 4% 
Will you stay in email contact with your host school? 58% 
Will you be sharing learning resources with your host 
school 
42% 
 
The evidence from the surveys was overwhelmingly positive with staff taking the 
day seriously and using the time to develop professional practice that could be 
transferred back to school. There did not appear to be any negative feedback, apart 
for one person’s learning objective not being met. 
In recommendations for development of this day, I propose: 
 Staff are asked to state their learning objectives before the visit 
 Staff are asked to try to develop collaborative learning links 
 Staff are encouraged to share practice by inviting members of the host 
school to visit the academy 
Anne Bell    June 2012. 
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Appendix F Questionnaire and Data 
 
Collaboration at XXXXX 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. The aim of the 
research is to find out what collaborative practice is happening at XXXXX and 
its strengths and weaknesses. The responses will be treated in confidence, 
but please provide your name so I can get back to you. 
 
 
 
 
Job Role dWhat is your job role? 
 Senior Leadership 
 Central Leader 
 Teacher 
 Support staff 
 Other:  
Are you involved in any mentoring/coaching at XXXXXXX? If so, please describe, if not, why? 
 
  
Are you involved in collaborative practice WITHIN XXXXXXX?*Required 
 Yes  
 No 
If Yes, Please describe the type of collaborative practice, who with, the frequency of the 
practice and its objective? If no, why? 
 
 
Are you involved in collaborative practice with other institutions outside of XXXXXXX?*Required 
 Yes 
 No 
If Yes, Please describe the type of collaborative practice, who with, the frequency of the 
practice and its objective? If no, why? 
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From your experiences what are the benefits of collaboration?*Required 
 
 
From your experiences what are the challenges of collaborative practice*Required 
 
 
What support/training/encouragement have you received to assist you with the collaborative 
practice? Please also include your personal reasons for taking part in the collaborative practice 
 
 
What prevents you from collaborating more? 
 
  
Are you willing to take part in a semi-structured interview to explore your collaborative practice 
in more detail?*Required 
 Yes 
 No 
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1 CL 1 2 1 4         1 CL 
17 CL   1   1     2 2 17 CL 
18 CL 2   1 3   1   1 18 CL 
19 CL 2     2         19 CL 
25 CL                 25 CL 
27 CL 2   1 3 1 2   3 27 CL 
30 CL                 30 CL 
33 CL     1 1 1 1 1 3 33 CL 
Total 8 7 3 4 14 2 4 3 9     
Percentage   50 21.4 28.6   22.2 44.4 33.4       
Mean Average 
    
1.78 
   
1.1 
  4 LT 1 1   2 5 1   6 4 LT 
11 LT                 11 LT 
13 LT                 13 LT 
32 LT     2 2         32 LT 
37 LT   1   1 1   2 3 37 LT 
41 LT     1 1 1   1 2 41 LT 
Total 6 1 2 3 6 7 1 3 11     
Percentage   16.7 33.3 50   63.4 9 27.3       
Mean Average 
    
1.00 
   
1.80 
  2 SL 3 1 2 6 1     1 2 SL 
10 SL 1 3   4         10 SL 
15 SL     1 1         15 SL 
23 SL 1     1   2   2 23 SL 
24 SL     1 1 3   1 4 24 SL 
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Total 7 7 4 5 16 4 2 1 7     
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26 T   1   1         26 T 
28 T     2 2         28 T 
31 T     2 2         31 T 
34 T     1 1 1     1 34 T 
35 T     1 1         35 T 
36 T     1 1         36 T 
39 T             1 1 39 T 
40 T                 40 T 
Total 20 5 9 9 23 2 2 4 8 
 
  
Percentage   27.8 39.1 39.1   25 25 50       
Mean Average 
    
1.15 
   
0.40 
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  number Percentage 
  
 
Consult within 
school 20 21.3 
 
 
Coach within school 18 19.1 
 
 
Teaming within 
school 21 22.3 
 
 
Consult outside 
school 15 16 
 
 
Coach outside 
school 9 9.6 
 
 
Teaming outside 
school 11 11.7 
 
 
Total 94 100 
  
 
 
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
   
 
  
      
      
      
      
 
     
 
 
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Total combined collaborative practice 
  
  
Number Percentage 
  
 
Inside school 59 62.8 
  
 
Outside school 35 37.2 
  
      
      
21% 
19% 
22% 
16% 
10% 12% 
Forms of collaboration 
Consult within school Coach within school 
Teaming within school Consult outside school 
Coach outside school Teaming outside school 
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outside 
school 
Teaming 
outside 
school 
Inside 
school 
63% 
Outsid
e 
school 
37% 
Total combined 
collaborative practice 
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18 No 
Central 
Leader 
I work collaboratively within the pastoral team as a pastoral 
leader. I also work collaboratively with my team of tutors and 
with parents. In the LGU team I work collaboratively towards 
meeting our school plan targets. 
25 No 
Central 
Leader Time / effort to set up and weighed against potential benefits. 
11 No 
Leadership 
Team   
13 No 
Leadership 
Team No 
38 No 
Subject 
Leader 
Not across faculties as have too much to do in humanities. 
However, within humanities we collaborate a lot as we have to 
teach out of subject. 
5 No Support staff No - lack of time to organise 
7 No Support staff 
The science technician role that I am in does not really have 
any parallels within the school. 
6 No Teacher  
28 No Teacher 
Previously, myself and XXXXXX both shared an English 
reading lesson. We were 'team teaching'. Once a week. 
39 No Teacher Occasion hasn't arisen 
40 No Teacher A suitable project has not yet shown up. 
1 Yes  
Central 
Leader 
Battle field trip. 
Other colleagues ask me to observe and feedback, currently 
working with a PE member of staff. 
In the past learning loads. 
17 Yes  
Central 
Leader Through Central Leaders meetings on a termly basis. 
19 Yes  
Central 
Leader See above 
27 Yes  
Central 
Leader 
Global work been carried out across the school 
Improved joint planning and resourcing across the faculty - 
daily/weekly. This is to encourage a greater learning 
experience for the students as well as providing staff training 
30 Yes  
Central 
Leader   
33 Yes  
Central 
Leader INSET day once per year. 
4 Yes  
Leadership 
Team 
Central Leaders role 
Coaching & mentoring colleagues 
32 Yes  
Leadership 
Team 
Team teaching, to support year 11 classes, the primary 
objective is to boost GCSE results, but at the same time to 
help develop the teacher and their confidence in working with 
year 11 boys, developing strategies to get the best out of 
them. 
37 Yes  
Leadership 
Team 
Yes, for example, collaboration with team of Central Leaders 
to develop new curriculum and to devise new strategic plan. 
41 Yes  
Leadership 
Team 
Liaison with: 
1- HOY, tutors and support staff on a daily basis about student 
welfare/ conduct. 
2 Yes  
Subject 
Leader 
I have collaborated with GR to produce schemes of work for 
various year groups. We plan collaboratively each term. 
 
I have also collaborated with faculty literacy champions to trail 
a literacy mat and to compile a literacy checklist, the next 
literacy champions meeting will be term 4. 
 
Last year I collaborated with the humanities faculty and the 
science faculty to create literacy rich SoLs. 
Q2. Are you involved in collaborative practice WITHIN THE CASE ACADEMY? 
If Yes, Please describe the type of collaborative practice, who with, the frequency of 
the practice and its objective 
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10 Yes  
Subject 
Leader 
Share good practice at faculty meetings 
Provide work sheets and displays for teachers of music 
involve creative teachers in my lessons as observers and 
participants 
 Open door to NQTs and trainee teaches to watch me teach 
15 Yes  
Subject 
Leader Joint planning of KS3 schemes of work 
23 Yes  
Subject 
Leader Leading learning forums 
24 Yes  
Subject 
Leader 
Working with others to develop SOW teaching and learning in 
the specialist area 
29 Yes  
Subject 
Leader 
Creating a linked week of learning with Creative faculty in term 
6. First one to be done, so as yet frequency is 0, but will be 
annually. 
 
5 CE days a year which see working with colleagues from 
other faculties 
3 Yes  Support staff 
I aim to provide constructive guidance, information and 
support to enable the school to consider risks in a simple, 
straightforward way. I must work with the school and give staff 
the confidence and knowledge to concentrate on the 
significant risks and not concentrating on the fanciful or trivial. 
8 Yes  Teacher   
9 Yes  Teacher 
I work with qualified teachers to improve my own practice. I 
plan and deliver lessons with mentors and receive feedback 
from them. it also has benefits to the students who benefit 
from additional support in lessons and alternative views. 
12 Yes  Teacher 
I am involved through support in lessons by a more 
experienced member of staff. The support enables me to 
increase my skills in teaching at GCSE level and feedback 
helps me to improve my teaching. 
14 Yes  Teacher 
We do lots of collaborative work within humanities subjects 
(i.e. Sharing teaching ideas, how to assess/level/grade work). 
However, I haven't personally done a lot with other faculties 
16 Yes  Teacher 
I team teach groups, share groups every week. I am currently 
involved in a group curriculum project. 
20 Yes  Teacher 
With Central Leaders in determining placements to be offered 
to the universities and the names of the mentors who will work 
with the trainees.   
 
With the mentors in monitoring the progress of the trainees. 
21 Yes  Teacher 
Every other faculty meeting colleagues discuss and share any 
new ideas for teaching practices and expectations. During 
school lead inset sessions I always try to discuss ideas across 
the curriculum. 
22 Yes  Teacher Sharing good ideas in faculty meetings. 
26 Yes  Teacher 
Support with the Duke of Edinburgh delivery along side PE 
colleagues. 
31 Yes  Teacher 
In the process of liaising with drama to do cross-curricular 
project on Indonesian Shadow Puppets with Yr 8.  Early 
stages of discussion, so not a definite thing yet! 
34 Yes  Teacher 
In Food department, with head of food, weekly meetings and 
daily catch up to aid the smooth running and sharing of 
knowledge 
35 Yes  Teacher Child development planning 
36 Yes  Teacher 
Sharing good practice and Ideas on an almost daily basis with 
those in the department - ways to teach subjects, sharing 
resources, different ways to use iPads. 
Also cross curricular, sharing Microscope project with DT 
colleagues 
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1 
Central 
Leader No Lack of funds for time. 
2 
Subject 
Leader Yes 
I have collaborated with XXXXXX University to deliver literacy 
training for them. This is once roughly every 3 months. 
3 Support staff Yes 
Case Academy Enterprises has a service level agreement with 
many primary and secondary schools within North Somerset, 
Bristol, South Gloucestershire and Bath. 
4 
Leadership 
Team Yes 
2011-12 
• Best practice visits by colleagues from Llanrumney, Cathays 
and Cantonian 
• In school support for Cantonian High School 
• Best practice visits and Faculty Review support for numerous 
schools in the South West 
2012-13 
• Involvement in RCT ‘AMBITION TO IMPROVE’ – A project to 
raise attainment in mathematics at KS4 aimed at Heads of 
mathematics in Secondary Schools in Rhondda Cynon Taff 
• Involvement in RCT Middle Leader Development programme 
• Cardiff Council School to School support  
o Bespoke mathematics, English and science support for Cardiff 
schools 
o A combination of school visits, support plans, reviews and 
sharing of best practice. 
➢ Corpus Christi High School   
➢ St. Teilo’s High School  
➢ St. Illtyd’s High   
➢ The Glyn Derw and Michaelston Federation 
• Learning and Innovation Network for Schools  
o Planning and hosting LiNKS ‘Increasing the number of 
students achieving Level 2 Inclusive’ programme 
o A series of full day conferences held at xxxx with focus on 
specific areas of leadership that have impact on L2 inclusive 
outcomes 
➢ Launch day 17th July 2013 for 30 delegates held at xxx 
2013-14 
• Learning and Innovation Network for Schools (L2 Inclusive 
programme continued) 
➢ 1 day conference at xxx on Effective use of Data, 13th 
September 
➢ 1 day conference at xxxx on Improving L2 Outcomes in 
English and Mathematics, 27th September 
➢ ½ day conference at Ty Dysgu on Effective use of Support 
Staff to improve LEVEL 2 outcomes, 29th September  
• In school support for English and mathematics at xxxx High 
School, Cardiff, 13th December 
• Heads of Science support event, Jan 2014 
5 Support staff No No - lack of time to organise and would need to find contacts. 
6 Teacher Yes 
Recruiting PGCE students for xxxx university. 
 
Has only occurred once due to cover issues. 
7 Support staff No 
There is a network of science technicians in different schools I 
but no meetings have been arranged whilst I have been in this 
role. 
Q3. Are you involved in collaborative practice with other institutions outside of THE 
CASE ACADEMY? 
If Yes, Please describe the type of collaborative practice, who with, the frequency of 
the practice and its objective 
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8 Teacher No   
9 Teacher No   
10 
Subject 
Leader No   
11 
Leadership 
Team Yes 
Children's Safeguarding Board 
Meet every 6 weeks and check practice within all North 
Somerset Schools and health agencies 
12 Teacher No   
13 
Leadership 
Team No   
14 Teacher No I've not had opportunities to meet people to collaborate with. 
15 
Subject 
Leader No   
16 Teacher No   
17 
Central 
Leader Yes 
Working with another Head of ICT in a school in Kent on GCSE 
ICT moderation. Organised through PixL. 
 
Working with Hewlett Packard on developing key stage 3 
computing schemes of learning. 
18 
Central 
Leader Yes 
Yes - I work collaboratively with a number of outside agencies 
including social services, the police, CAMHs. At the heart of this 
work is the student's welfare and well being and support for 
parents. Meetings are arranged to address specific needs so 
frequency is by need and follow up. 
19 
Central 
Leader No   
20 Teacher Yes 
Collaborating with the now three, formerly five, universities with 
which we work in teacher training.  These are the universities of 
Bath Spa, Bristol and West of England.  Former partners, soon 
to be no longer involved in teacher education, include Bath and 
the OU. 
I attend meetings for professional tutors approximately once per 
term at each of the universities, to be trained in new practices 
and procedures for working with the trainees, to discuss how 
current practices and procedures have worked and to develop 
new ones. 
21 Teacher No   
22 Teacher No   
23 
Subject 
Leader Yes 
Sharing good practice on a daily basis with other colleagues and 
also within faculty meetings 
24 
Subject 
Leader Yes 
Weston college - enrichment activities for food  
DATA, SSAT, British Nutrition Foundation,  National Food 
Teachers Centre, WJEC: 
National Food Curriculum Development, CPD for food and 
Primary  teachers writing, developing and delivering courses. 
DATA registered consultant for Food: work nationally with 
schools 
25 
Central 
Leader No   
26 Teacher No   
27 
Central 
Leader Yes 
Visits from link schools abroad  -  this will be developed 
Links with PGCE courses - leading mock interviews etc 
Languages Cluster 
28 Teacher No   
29 
Subject 
Leader No don't know why not 
30 
Central 
Leader No   
31 Teacher No   
32 
Leadership 
Team No   
33 
Central 
Leader Yes 
Federation: are 11 schools who have networks across both 
phases both together and separately.  We meet several times a 
year to share good practice , develop staff, develop the 
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curriculum etc. 
34 Teacher Yes 
Working with venerable families through the lets get cooking  
initiative, working with Joanne Anderson, 8 times a year, aim to 
teach basic cooking skills and family bonding. 
35 Teacher No   
36 Teacher No No opportunities as of yet 
37 
Leadership 
Team Yes 
Regularly attend DHIXX - Deputy Heads in XX network.  Six 
meetings per year.  Focus currently on new curriculum. 
Also attended PIXL conference and have worked with other 
schools / colleagues through SSAT. 
38 
Subject 
Leader No No links to other schools. Unaware of opportunities. 
39 Teacher Yes Liaison with CAMHS in relation to counselling work 
40 Teacher No As above. 
41 
Leadership 
Team Yes 
1- external agencies such as CAMHS, social care, police- 
student welfare, weekly. 
2- parents of young people, daily, to support students academic 
progress and ensure they feel safe and secure in school. 
 
Q4 
From your experiences what 
are the benefits of 
collaboration? 
From your experiences what are 
the challenges of collaborative 
practice 
1 
Central 
Leader Self confidence. 
Meeting other from new areas. 
Lots of time can be wasted with 
collaboration. It can be over 
complicated. Needs to be a simple 
process that is common practice. 
2 
Subject 
Leader 
- having opportunities to share 
ideas and to learn new strategies 
- getting to know members of staff 
outside of my faculty 
- it's very motivating to share ideas 
and to have your eyes opened to 
other methods. 
- time. It can be very difficult to 
organise a sufficient amount of time 
to collaborate frequently, especially 
with members of different faculties. 
3 Support staff 
By working together we will strive to 
provide credible solutions to ensure 
that the school continues to be a 
safe place! 
Staffs commitment to health and 
safety and well as their 
understanding of personal 
responsibility to safety. 
4 
Leadership 
Team 
Shared best practice 
Time! 
Maintaining links with other schools. 
5 Support staff Cross-curricular links would be 
beneficial 
Lack of time to organise/meet up and 
review 
6 Teacher 
An increase in leadership skills for 
CPD and also strengthening 
connections with the university. Cover. 
7 Support staff 
Passing on best practice and new 
ideas. No need to reinvent the 
wheel. 
Having the time to do it and the 
organisation and logistics. 
8 Teacher 
Best practises with CAU and BTEC 
marking ensures a consistent 
approach across the department 
 
Teaching and learning ideas with 
specific students ensure consistent 
and best approach 
Sometimes so e teachers may have 
different priorities with certain tasks 
or have different teaching techniques 
which don't always suit all 
9 Teacher 
Both parties can bring their own 
ideas and develop them together 
for mutual benefit. 
Good communication is needed for 
both parties to understand the 
desired outcome and to divide effort 
rather than duplicating work. 
Sometimes it can be difficult if you 
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have very different approaches and 
you need to be open minded and 
prepared to release some control. 
10 
Subject 
Leader 
helps you sharpen your own 
practice 
Develops a shared ethos in creative 
faculty 
Develop new qualified teachers 
Teaching outside your comfort zone 
can be daunting. 
Your own methods may not be in line 
with school policy at times. 
11 
Leadership 
Team 
Great method of sharing good 
practice 
I use as a way of measuring 
personal success 
Allows you to network and 
showcase the school 
Following up with individuals 
Presenting all outcomes in a positive 
way 
12 Teacher 
Sharing good practice is very 
beneficial within collaboration. I 
have shared my own good practice 
and have had good practice shared 
with myself. 
Sometimes differing opinions 
become a problem but this can be 
overcome within design and 
technology by allowing pupils to 
extend their knowledge test the 
options and make their own 
decisions. 
 
Planning and levelling out workload 
can also be a issue when working 
with other members of staff. 
13 
Leadership 
Team Sharing of ideas and best practice.  
Why re-invent the wheel 
Ensuring all parties are gaining the 
most out of collaboration. 
14 Teacher 
Sharing good practice, which 
means that you can fine tune ideas, 
iron our problems and suggest 
improvements. 
Finding time, not only to meet but 
also implement and review work. 
15 
Subject 
Leader 
Sharing ideas and developing ideas 
Seeing things from different 
perspectives 
Too many opinions 
Takes time 
16 Teacher Gaining ideas and perspectives that 
you did not think about yourself. Not agreeing with colleagues ideas. 
17 
Central 
Leader 
Working from colleagues other 
schools is very beneficial in terms 
of moderation and developing new 
schemes of learning (particularly in 
computing). 
Time constraints and face to face 
contact. I have used Skype to 
collaborate with colleagues from 
other schools. 
18 
Central 
Leader 
Increased capacity and expertise 
means that more can be potentially 
be achieved.  
More support. 
Strategy for improvement. 
Raised standards in school. 
Improved student experiences. 
Practical support. 
Challenges existing assumptions 
about what is and what is not 
possible. 
curriculum development. 
Sometimes not everyone is starting 
from the same place. 
Decision making can become more 
complex and sometimes more 
protracted so clear communication 
and a coherent decision making 
process are essential. 
19 
Central 
Leader 
Supports with the sharing of new 
ideas 
Creates a positive & supportive 
environment amongst staff 
Whether staff are prepared to 
engage 
20 Teacher 
The benefits of collaboration are 
mutual for all involved: 
they enable reflection on current 
practices and procedures in teacher 
The main challenge is finding the 
time out of a busy schedule to travel 
to and attend the meetings which are 
often at some distance from the 
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education, the exchange of ideas 
with the university and, importantly 
with the other professional tutors, 
and the development of new 
practices 
The universities are not involved 
directly in teaching in the schools 
so they benefit enormously from 
this exchange, and are able to 
update themselves as to what is 
happening in schools - this takes 
place through tutor visits as well as 
meetings.  
Professional tutors and mentors 
benefit by being able to discuss 
areas of current good practice   in 
teaching, as well as in their work 
with trainees. 
school.  This is most difficult for 
teaching staff as supply cover is 
almost always required to enable 
attendance. 
 
Again when university tutors visit the 
school to observe trainees teach and 
discuss with staff the time needed for 
joint observations with mentors and 
discussions with the professional 
tutor is challenging - I am not working 
every day so this poses its limitations 
on formal and informal meetings. 
21 Teacher 
Gain a greater knowledge of a 
particular area which I didn't have 
previously. Have the confidence to 
try something new when it has 
been proven to be effective by 
another colleague. 
At times others do not necessarily 
agree with certain expectations. 
22 Teacher 
Very helpful to hear other peoples 
ideas and maybe take them on 
board to help in something you may 
have been having difficulties with. 
Never really had any challenges I am 
always open to new ideas. 
23 
Subject 
Leader Giving others ideas to elaborate or 
attempt in lessons Time restrictions 
24 
Subject 
Leader 
Enhancing the teaching and 
learning experience for the 
students. Able to keep up with the 
national picture for Design and 
Technology and network with policy 
makers enables me to react quickly 
to be current in teaching materials 
and methods 
Time is the biggest hurdle. Most of 
the work is in my own unpaid time. 
25 
Central 
Leader Enrichment of SOL, student 
experience and staff networking. 
Organisation and implementation 
within a timeframe across faculties. 
Seeing the outcome / benefits of the 
collaboration in the context of a 
course / qualification. 
26 Teacher 
Sharing expertise and experience. Time and capacity to do this. 
27 
Central 
Leader 
Shared experiences, widening the 
learning experience for students, 
having a fresh perspective on what 
we do, providing the students with a 
global dimension to learning 
Contacting and being contactable 
due to restraints of the school day. 
Having enough time to ensure it is 
thoroughly planned and thought 
through to make it as beneficial as 
possible 
28 Teacher 
It is good to learn from others as we 
all teach/work differently. It is good 
to pick up any good tips. 
Communication is key. If you're not 
both on the same page then it can 
make it very  difficult. 
29 
Subject 
Leader 
sharing ideas, students learning 
across subjects. They see you as a 
teacher not a subject teacher 
Time to set up. People not being 
prepared to do much, wanting a 
secondary role within activities 
30 
Central 
Leader Usually great results, creative 
outcomes, new perspectives. 
Time to collaborate. Freedom to be 
creative with approach. Timetable. 
294 
 
31 Teacher 
The bringing together and sharing 
of ideas to come up with 
inspirational projects. 
 
For students, to learn to work 
together as a team, establish roles 
within teams and share and 
negotiate ideas.  There is a strong 
social benefit to collaboration as 
well, assuming it works! 
Maybe coming to an agreement and 
trusting that each person will pull 
their weight. 
32 
Leadership 
Team 
improved confidence from the 
teacher, more efficient practice, 
higher quality outcomes produced 
by the students, better engagement 
from the students, especially year 
11 boys. 
Better quality resources produced 
by the teacher that are 
differentiated 
Working with older more experienced 
colleague who have been teaching a 
long time and think they can't learn 
from other people, they tend to be 
very guarded.  Or colleagues who 
have a phobia about tech, some 
colleagues are very reticent about 
using/embracing new technology 
within their classroom. 
33 
Central 
Leader 
Views from other like minded 
people benefit the children's 
experiences, challenge to personal 
perceptions and practices which 
influence personal and professional 
development. 
Time - both to collaborate and to put 
into practice the developments 
discussed. 
34 Teacher Greater knowledge base and 
subject understanding Getting time to fit it all in 
35 Teacher 
Easily follows lesson by lesson, 
finding it good to follow the 
progression of shared classes Time 
36 Teacher 
Different perspectives on the same 
subjects and interesting new 
approaches enable me to deliver 
better lessons for my students. 
Finding more formal time to do it 
within the working day.  
We are all super busy with lessons, 
planning, marking, meetings after 
school, period 6 activities etc, that 
sometimes it can be a little tricky 
other than in passing. 
37 
Leadership 
Team 
Staying up to date and informed 
with developments, sharing and 
developing best practice, sharing 
resources, discussing ideas and 
developing approaches. 
Finding the time to make 
collaboration purposeful and 
meaningful. 
38 
Subject 
Leader 
Is great to see how other teachers 
have approached things. It also 
makes a lot of difference knowing 
that other ideas have worked 
because it makes you more likely to 
try it yourself. You can also find out 
areas of difficulty without having to 
try it yourself. 
It can be hard to organise due to lack 
of time. Also teachers can be 
reluctant to try new things as often 
they are quite confident in their own 
methods. 
39 Teacher Benefits the learners as they get a 
broader spectrum of learning/help Liaison 
40 Teacher 
None that I can recall. None that I can recall. 
41 
Leadership 
Team 
Ensure that expectations are clear 
for all staff. Supports young people 
with a variety of different needs 
both in and outside of school. 
Ensuring you make all parties aware 
of the information that needs to be 
shared as this can be time 
consuming. 
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1 Central 
Leader 
No Lack of funds for time. 
2 Subject 
Leader 
Yes I have collaborated with XXXXXX University to deliver literacy 
training for them. This is once roughly every 3 months. 
3 Support 
staff 
Yes Case Academy Enterprises has a service level agreement with 
many primary and secondary schools within North Somerset, 
Bristol, South Gloucestershire and Bath. 
4 Leadership 
Team 
Yes 2011-12 
• Best practice visits by colleagues from Llanrumney, Cathays 
and Cantonian 
• In school support for Cantonian High School 
• Best practice visits and Faculty Review support for numerous 
schools in the South West 
2012-13 
• Involvement in RCT ‘AMBITION TO IMPROVE’ – A project to 
raise attainment in mathematics at KS4 aimed at Heads of 
mathematics in Secondary Schools in Rhondda Cynon Taff 
• Involvement in RCT Middle Leader Development programme 
• Cardiff Council School to School support  
o Bespoke mathematics, English and science support for Cardiff 
schools 
o A combination of school visits, support plans, reviews and 
sharing of best practice. 
➢ Corpus Christi High School   
➢ St. Teilo’s High School  
➢ St. Illtyd’s High   
➢ The Glyn Derw and Michaelston Federation 
• Learning and Innovation Network for Schools  
o Planning and hosting LiNKS ‘Increasing the number of students 
achieving Level 2 Inclusive’ programme 
o A series of full day conferences held at xxxx with focus on 
specific areas of leadership that have impact on L2 inclusive 
outcomes 
➢ Launch day 17th July 2013 for 30 delegates held at xxx 
2013-14 
• Learning and Innovation Network for Schools (L2 Inclusive 
programme continued) 
➢ 1 day conference at xxx on Effective use of Data, 13th 
September 
➢ 1 day conference at xxxx on Improving L2 Outcomes in 
English and Mathematics, 27th September 
➢ ½ day conference at Ty Dysgu on Effective use of Support 
Staff to improve LEVEL 2 outcomes, 29th September  
• In school support for English and mathematics at xxxx High 
School, Cardiff, 13th December 
• Heads of Science support event, Jan 2014 
5 Support 
staff 
No No - lack of time to organise and would need to find contacts. 
6 Teacher Yes Recruiting PGCE students for xxxx university. 
 
Has only occurred once due to cover issues. 
7 Support 
staff 
No There is a network of science technicians in different schools I but 
no meetings have been arranged whilst I have been in this role. 
8 Teacher No  
9 Teacher No  
10 Subject No  
Q5 What support/training/encouragement have you received to 
assist you with the collaborative practice? 
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Leader 
11 Leadership 
Team 
Yes Children's Safeguarding Board 
Meet every 6 weeks and check practice within all North Somerset 
Schools and health agencies 
12 Teacher No  
13 Leadership 
Team 
No  
14 Teacher No I've not had opportunities to meet people to collaborate with. 
15 Subject 
Leader 
No  
16 Teacher No  
17 Central 
Leader 
Yes Working with another Head of ICT in a school in Kent on GCSE 
ICT moderation. Organised through PixL. 
 
Working with Hewlett Packard on developing key stage 3 
computing schemes of learning. 
18 Central 
Leader 
Yes Yes - I work collaboratively with a number of outside agencies 
including social services, the police, CAMHs. At the heart of this 
work is the student's welfare and well being and support for 
parents. Meetings are arranged to address specific needs so 
frequency is by need and follow up. 
19 Central 
Leader 
No  
20 Teacher Yes Collaborating with the now three, formerly five, universities with 
which we work in teacher training.  These are the universities of 
Bath Spa, Bristol and West of England.  Former partners, soon to 
be no longer involved in teacher education, include Bath and the 
OU. 
I attend meetings for professional tutors approximately once per 
term at each of the universities, to be trained in new practices and 
procedures for working with the trainees, to discuss how current 
practices and procedures have worked and to develop new ones. 
21 Teacher No  
22 Teacher No  
23 Subject 
Leader 
Yes Sharing good practice on a daily basis with other colleagues and 
also within faculty meetings 
24 Subject 
Leader 
Yes Weston college - enrichment activities for food  
DATA, SSAT, British Nutrition Foundation,  National Food 
Teachers Centre, WJEC: 
National Food Curriculum Development, CPD for food and 
Primary  teachers writing, developing and delivering courses. 
DATA registered consultant for Food: work nationally with schools 
25 Central 
Leader 
No  
26 Teacher No  
27 Central 
Leader 
Yes Visits from link schools abroad  -  this will be developed 
Links with PGCE courses - leading mock interviews etc 
Languages Cluster 
28 Teacher No  
29 Subject 
Leader 
No don't know why not 
30 Central 
Leader 
No  
31 Teacher No  
32 Leadership 
Team 
No  
33 Central 
Leader 
Yes Federation: are 11 schools who have networks across both 
phases both together and separately.  We meet several times a 
year to share good practice , develop staff, develop the 
curriculum etc. 
34 Teacher Yes Working with venerable families through the lets get cooking  
initiative, working with Joanne Anderson, 8 times a year, aim to 
teach basic cooking skills and family bonding. 
35 Teacher No  
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36 Teacher No No opportunities as of yet 
37 Leadership 
Team 
Yes Regularly attend DHIXX - Deputy Heads in XX network.  Six 
meetings per year.  Focus currently on new curriculum. 
Also attended PIXL conference and have worked with other 
schools / colleagues through SSAT. 
38 Subject 
Leader 
No No links to other schools. Unaware of opportunities. 
39 Teacher Yes Liaison with CAMHS in relation to counselling work 
40 Teacher No As above. 
41 Leadership 
Team 
Yes 1- external agencies such as CAMHS, social care, police- student 
welfare, weekly. 
2- parents of young people, daily, to support students academic 
progress and ensure they feel safe and secure in school. 
 
Q6 What prevents you from collaborating more? 
 
1 Central 
Leader Time 
2 Subject 
Leader Not having enough time to go as far with it as possible. 
3 Support 
staff Time 
4 Leadership 
Team Time! 
5 Support 
staff   
6 Teacher cover 
7 Support 
staff 
Time and the fact that meetings are not arranged very frequently between 
schools. 
8 Teacher Time that myself and others are free 
9 Teacher Time and difficulty in coordinating with others when the work day is so 
busy. 
10 Subject 
Leader 
lack of time. 
No appreciation of work done. 
criticism from leadership 
11 Leadership 
Team 
Not allowed off site. 
Time 
Having to do every possible lunch and break duty and teach a growing 
timetable 
12 Teacher   
13 Leadership 
Team   
14 Teacher Time. 
Also the sheer amount of other things we have to do on a day to day 
basis means sometimes you just get on with things so you don't disturb 
others. 
15 Subject 
Leader Having the time to do so. 
16 Teacher Time and availability. 
17 Central 
Leader 
Time constraints and not being allowed to get cover to meet colleagues 
on other organisations. 
18 Central 
Leader Time. 
19 Central 
Leader TIME 
20 Teacher Mainly the time elements described above, for both internal collaboration 
with Central Leaders and mentors, and external communication with 
partner universities, as there are no other barriers to effective 
collaboration, which operates very well and with a great deal of good will. 
21 Teacher   
22 Teacher Time 
23 Subject 
Leader Time 
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24 
Subject 
Leader 
Time and the culture of not being allowed out of school on a regular basis 
to attend training, deliver training and attend meetings 
25 
Central 
Leader   
26 Teacher   
27 
Central 
Leader Time restraints and ability to get cover 
28 Teacher 
Busy timetable. No free lessons as either have to do 25/25 hours in 
lessons or supporting students 1-1 if free otherwise. 
29 
Subject 
Leader 
time to prepare resources due to marking, creating number activities, 
working with 6 other teachers to improve their teaching 
30 
Central 
Leader 
Difficult to arrange and know which colleagues are interested in coaching 
opportunities. 
31 Teacher Lack of time to arrange and set up. 
32 
Leadership 
Team I do 8 hours a week....at least 
33 
Central 
Leader Time 
34 Teacher Time 
35 Teacher No time when teachers are free together 
36 Teacher Rigidity in timetables 
37 
Leadership 
Team 
Time.  Other commitments of my job, not least the need to prioritise 
working with students.  Plus collaboration needs to be relevant - only 
worth doing when you share a purpose, share values, share an 
approach... 
38 
Subject 
Leader 
Amount of work done and knowing who is best to ask about areas you 
want to focus on. 
39 Teacher Opportunity 
40 Teacher I would want to be sure of the benefits before starting a project. 
41 
Leadership 
Team Time constraints of the job. 
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Appendix G: Interview questions 
 
The Isolation of Collaboration: An Exploration of the nature and extent 
of Collaborative Practice in a Converter Academy. 
 
This thesis discusses the construction of collaboration as part of policy and how 
collaboration is interpreted by practitioners. I began the research with the following 
research questions: 
 How do practitioners interpret collaboration? 
 What drives practitioners to collaborate? 
 To what extent does policy to foster inter and intra school collaboration get 
translated into practice? 
To find the answers to these questions the interview is designed to help understand 
the complex nature of collaboration. This research aims to understand the nature of 
collaboration that is taking place and how that is interpreted in a given case and 
situation. 
The interview will be used to help contextualise the policy analysis and literature 
review. After the interview a written understanding of the interview will be made 
and emailed to you for you to check and agree to the text being used as part of the 
thesis. After approval, the information gained from the transcript may be used as 
direct quotes or implied meaning in the final thesis text. 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS: 
What is your Job role? What are your responsibilities? 
What Collaborative practices are you involved in? 
 Who with? (Schools, subjects, Local Authority) 
 Why are you involved?  
 Are there any policies that drive this collaboration? 
 Is there funding – if so why? How Much? Duration? And what does it pay for? 
What are the policy drivers behind this collaboration and who authors/owns/directs the 
policies? 
What are your perceived strengths and weaknesses of the collaboration you are involved 
in? 
What support/training/encouragement have you received to assist you with the 
collaborative practice? 
What do you think the schools ethos is towards collaboration? 
What developments have there been in relation to practitioner collaboration? And what 
prevents you from collaborating more? 
Sustainability: What is the anticipated future of your collaboration? Is it sustainable? What 
will the sustainability depend on? 
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Ethics: 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this research as a respondent in a semi-structured 
interview. 
To provide you with safeguards this research will follow guidelines set down by BERA in 
their Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research, which can be found and downloaded at: 
http://www.bera.ac.uk/publications/ethical-guidelines . This research follows the principles 
underpinning the guidelines that research should be conducted within an ethic of respect 
for: 
 The person 
 Knowledge 
 Democratic Values 
 Quality of Educational Research and 
 Academic Freedom. 
To follow these principles please sign below to indicate that you agree to and understand: 
 Participants enter into this research voluntarily, without duress and give their 
voluntary informed consent to taking part 
 The aims of the research are clear and transparent before the research gets 
underway 
 The interview questions are provided in advance but other related questions may 
be asked to clarify responses 
 You will be asked to agree to the interview being tape recorded on a digital device, 
which will then be stored securely for the duration of the research. You may 
request a copy of the tape. The tape will be use to prepare a written understanding 
of the responses to the questions which will be sent to you for your approval of the 
content. After your approval the data in the written outline may be used in the final 
thesis. Under the Data Protection Act you are entitled to full disclose of all material 
that relates to you, that that data is securely stored and that it is accurate.  
 You are able to withdraw from the process at any time and withdraw the data in 
the tape or transcript without needing to provide an explanation 
 The content of the tape and transcript as well as your participation remains 
confidential. The transcript will be anonymised at the point of transcription so no 
school, partnership or individual can be identified. The final thesis will also not 
contain any reference to a school, partnership or individual that could lead to 
identification.  
 A copy of the final thesis will be made available to you on the completion of the 
research.  
I Understand and agree to the above principles: 
Signed _________________________________________________________ 
Date:____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix H: Forms of Collaboration – Interview Data 
Type 
C
o
n
su
lt
 
C
o
ac
h
 
Te
am
 
  T
ra
in
in
g
/ 
re
s
o
u
rc
e
s
 
NQTs Others Others   CL T 
 Primary school teacher training sessions others     CL T 
Delivered learning forum Others     CL T 
Teach meet presentation Others     CL T 
NQT learning forum others     CL T 
Local Primary Schools Others     CL T 
Visiting practitioners Self others   CL T 
Artist in residence Self     CL T 
Being advised on OfSTED prep Self     CL T 
Teach meets and learning forum Self others     CL T 
PiXL – networking for school improvement   Others X CL T 
Grow programme   Others   CL T 
Liaising with staff for cover long term abs   Others   CL T 
Internal verification for BTEC     X CL T 
Networking with HOF in another local school 
and one in Bristol – through emails 
    X CL T 
Use of Skype, dropbox and emails to 
communicate with others in different schools 
    X CL T 
Networking with heads of science     X CL T 
Visits to other schools Others Others X LT T 
Lead on SEAL in the cluster Others   X LT T 
Attended NQT teach meet others     LT T 
Visits from other schools Others     LT T 
Primary school transition Others     LT T 
Teach Meets and Learning forum on tutor 
programme 
Others     LT T 
Conference in Cardiff - behaviour Others     LT T 
Sharing good practice with schools  Others     LT T 
Link between this school and others  - 
faculties English and Science 
Others     LT T 
Sharing good practice in Maths Others     LT T 
Teach meets – organise deliver Self     LT T 
Member of Leadership Team – organising 
staff training/ preferences 
  Others X LT T 
Observations   Others   LT T 
Leading Central Leaders   Others   LT T 
PLTS programme   Others   LT T 
Assisting the teaching and learning part of the 
school 
  Others   LT T 
Central Leaders line management   Others   LT T 
Coaching another colleague   others   LT T 
DHINS network     X LT T 
PIXAL     X LT T 
Student voice     X LT T 
Other schools to provide literacy training Others     SL T 
Delivery of teach meets Others     SL T 
Learning Forums Others     SL T 
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Faculty review on number Others     SL T 
Teach Meets learning forums Self/others     SL T 
AfL representative   Others   SL T 
Coaching NQT   others   SL T 
GROW Programme   Self/others   SL T 
Spelling Bee     X SL T 
Learning Forums Others     T T 
Teaching PE in Primary schools Others     T T 
Weston college mind-storm project Self   X T T 
Teach meets Self     T T 
Learning forums Self     T T 
Work with English on literacy   others   T T 
Mini Teach meets within faculty   Others/self   T T 
Coached by another senior colleague   Self   T T 
Observe colleagues   Self   T T 
Maths DoE project     X T T 
Team teaching     X T T 
Sharing good practice in faculty meetings     X T T 
Sharing ideas with NQTs     X T T 
Develop Northern Ireland Trip with Hums – 
community murals – for Arts Mark 
Self   X CL R 
Pedagogy and best practice classroom skills   Self others   CL R 
Planning of SOL cross faculty     x CL R 
Collaborate with learning tasks – HL in faculty     X CL R 
Plymouth Aquarium with Science –     X CL R 
Numeracy Project - Maths     X CL R 
Photography Dof E with PE     X CL R 
Drama Trip to London     X CL R 
Year 7 transition projects – primary school – 
most vulnerable students creating mural 
    X CL R 
Aspirational visits to college     X CL R 
Cross curricular field trips, Art, Languages, 
English 
    x CL R 
Cross curricular planned days     x CL R 
Bristol uni project for history     x CL R 
Joint organising trips     X CL R 
STEM     X CL R 
Writing new SOL     X CL R 
Collaborate on specific projects     X LT R 
Working in multi agency safeguarding forum     X LT R 
Work Experience - employers     X LT R 
With faculties to coordinate literacy Hums DT Others   X SL R 
Within faculty new SOL and POS     X SL R 
Battlefields trip     X SL R 
SOL     X SL R 
Cross curricular with creative working      X SL R 
Schemes of learning     X T R 
Links with maths over fitness data – not 
successful 
    x T R 
Within dept dev new SOL     X T R 
Cross faculty projects     X T R 
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Appendix I: Sample Interview Transcript 
Interview Transcript No2      Date: 26 June 2014 
 A Can you tell me what your job role is? 
 B I am an XXXXX teacher and the XXXXX coordinator. 
 A Can you tell me what collaborative practice you are involved in, who with, is it 
in school outsides school local authority? 
 B Firstly I collaborative with my faculty as an XXXXXX teacher and at the moment 
we are collaborating at quite a high level in terms of the creating new schemes 
of learning and we are collaborating in terms of coming up with what we want 
the programme of study fro the year to be, what the schemes of learning are 
going to be like, what is going to be inside them what they are going to learn. 
 A That’s for the new national curriculum? 
 B The new national curriculum, new GCSEs specifications as well. As XXXXX 
coordinator, I cam collaborating with various faculties with regards to training, 
with DT in a couple of weeks I have worked with humanities recently. I have 
worked with creative very recently as well –  
I have collaborated with other schools where I have gone to provide literacy 
training – a couple of schools in Wales and in Birmingham as well 
 A How many? 
2:59 B I have done 3 now and that’s as XXXXX coordinator rather than as XX teacher. I 
have recently collaborated with other schools over the XXXXX primary school  
 A How many is that?  
 B We had 8 schools this year 
 A That’s good 
 B Yes, yea, more than last year 
 A So why are you involved in this? Why are you involved in going off site? 
 B To be perfectly honest, some of it is because it’s on my job description. 
Obviously, whatever you do you want to do it to a high standard. Just because 
its job description it does not mean I don’t enjoy it.  
 A But you have chosen to do that job  
4:16 B Yes. Part of it is I think we have some brilliant practice and taking that into 
other schools and sharing that I think is rewarding but also it also acts to show 
how good we are at things at this school. I think we often gloss over things that 
we are good at where as opportunities like that are really show how good the 
school is.  I think in terms of the primary XXXXXX it benefits us as a faculty to 
have that link with them and us to hopefully make the transition process as less 
painful as it could be. And generally collaborating with other faculties, 
professionally I find very rewarding. Its very easy to sit in you faculty and that’s 
it, where as being able to talk to teachers you have not talked to before is 
actually quite a nice experience, and we don’t get the chance to do it often. 
 A No 
 B So having that opportunity, again, show you what is going on around school and 
in faculties. Every one works really hard and we have got some outstanding 
teachers and it’s nice to be able to see that. I think. 
 A What are the policies that drive the collaboration and what are the policy 
drivers behind the collaboration? Policies, authors, where do they come from? 
5:49 B School policy wise I think driving collaboration –an interesting way of putting it– 
I don’t think they drive collaboration particularly – I think they suggest 
collaboration, so the literacy policy I have suggested cross curricular links but, I 
have not driven that particularly. Other policies within the school I suppose you 
304 
 
could argue the safeguarding policy that has to be the collaboration between all 
agencies involved with students that could potentially be at risk, but in general 
if you spot something that is not quite right  - collaborating with other teachers 
in school  
 A But you have said about you working with other schools and there has got to be 
something behind that 
 B Yes, I……to be honest some of it has come around from the school wanting to 
sell our services and so from word of mouth schools have passed on that we 
will come in and train you on this and that. The Welsh consortium have been 
behind that .. 
 A Financial? 
 B Yes absolutely. And most of the training I have done I have had the teachers for 
the others schools I have had the teachers come to us for a couple of hours to 
come to me to talk about how they can improve xxxx  and we have not charged 
for that. So I suppose much of that link building and the desire to show case 
what we do has again been through word of mouth – we have heard from so 
and so that you have spoken at this training session, can I come and see you – 
for an hour on Tuesday or something. But that’s not the financially driven as 
such 
 A But it could possibly lead to that 
8:43 B Yes I could do so true, it hasn’t, but I could do 
 A So the models of collaboration and coaching that we have got at the moment is 
more or less you coaching, rather than jointly  - its you acting as a trainer 
 B Yes, absolutely 
 A Is there funding? If so how much, what is it for?  
 B Well, the schools that have paid to our mentoring I don’t know how much they 
have paid for it. I am led to believe the money goes towards pupil premium and 
I do know that one year we provided a book bag for pupil premium students 
and the money we got from coaching went to that. I don’t know where it’s all 
gone to particularly.  
 A Could it be said, that the money that you get  - your TLR for your job role  
 B Yes 
 A What are the perceived strengths and weaknesses of the collaboration? What 
do you think are the strengths? 
 B I think a lot of it depends in the preparation the two parties do before hand. I 
know that if I have been into a school and I have prepared training materials 
beforehand its transpires that whoever I’m speaking to actually doesn’t really 
know who I am and doesn’t know what the session is about and it’s not really 
communicated whatever we have sent has not been given to them it becomes 
much more of a teaching without the teaching a bit more didactic.  
I think ultimately as well, the desire to be there. We all know we have sat in 
meetings and have had to collaborate on things we are half hearted about, and 
invariably the outcome is not very great. If you have two parties who actively 
want to improve what they are doing or actively want to try something 
different I think what you come up with is much stronger. And I know that 
when I have collaborated around the school on XXXXXX certain faculties are so 
behind the XXXXX drive and so full of ideas and we end up with a much more 
advanced outcome, an advanced scheme of learning.  where as faculties that 
maybe are not quite so aware of literacy or are not so…who don’t have it at the 
top of their agenda you end up with something that is much more basic, So I 
think its preparation and desire to be there, really. And if you have got that.. 
 A I think the word is priorities? 
 B Yes, I think that’s true, I really do 
305 
 
 A That is what you are saying, isn’t it? 
 B Absolutely 
 A What about the strengths of working together ? 
12:57 B From a very base point of view, it can cut down on your work load  - the time it 
takes you to do something.  Which we know as teachers, there is never enough 
time to plane, so to have someone else to collaborate with you means you get a 
job done quicker. And yes, the opportunity to learn from someone else is 
invaluable really. We don’t often get to see one another teach. Because if you 
are sitting down with someone and they come up with an idea that you would 
never have thought of, is sort of development point of view, personally, is quite 
challenging. I think you come up with an end product that’s much more creative 
because you both want to..you suddenly get ideas and you bounce them off 
each other. Invariably it’s a scheme of leaning that’s got much more creativity 
in rather than you going “right I have got to do this, can I use something I have 
used before” 
 A What support. Training or encouragement have you had to assist with your 
collaborative practice? 
 B I took part in the GROW training sessions that happened last year? 
 A The year before 
 B The year before. I did find that very useful the idea of having 
 A Which bit? 
 B We had a grid with questions that were very much geared towards being a 
coach rather than being …(what word did they use?????)….. I think it helped to 
put you on an even pegging with someone rather than you feeling that you 
were being spoken down to or you were speaking down to someone. I liked 
that because I like the collaboration that we did around GROW was much more 
honest. I think that people were not self conscious, particularly; it was a much 
more honest collaboration.  
 A Any other training? 
 B Other than that other training, I did critical skill training which I really enjoyed. 
It took the idea of how do you collaborate within your role, and I have used a 
lot of that in my teaching. I think it has made my group work much more 
successful.  Other than that though I can’t think of anything. Apart from when I 
was training to be a teacher.  
 A What do you think is the schools ethos towards collaboration? 
 B I think we …. I don’t know how to put this… but its encouraged at all stages and 
I thinks its very much that people are very excited about collaborating..being 
able to collaborate with this person and that person. But logistics mean that we 
are not given the time to do that particularly. I mean, term 6 in our faculty is 
great because you can sit down with colleagues, but other than that its very 
difficult for me to actually come over to art or somewhere and say right lets get 
this done. Which is a shame I think. I think Central Leaders meetings as a group, 
is a great space to be able to collaborate with other people. And INSETS for 
example, yes, we do get opportunities to get together with other people you 
have not spoken to for a long time and share ideas, but day to day, the general 
running of the school, I think time is a massive constraint.  
17:15 A What developments have there been in relation to practitioner collaboration 
and what prevents you from collaborating more? I think you have already said 
about the second bit.. 
 B Time I think 
 A Yes, but what do you think has changed?  
How long have you been teaching? 
 B This is my sixth year – What has changed? I think maybe its twofold. I think the 
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more you teach the more confident you are to collaborate. The more you feel 
like you have something to back up what you are saying. To start with you thing 
am I adding something new to this or am I adding stuff you have all heard a 
million times and are sick of hearing again, so I think experience helps 
collaboration. Its not always necessary but I think from a personal point of view, 
you being confident enough to share your views.  
I think around the stage where we really had the PLTS drive and the GROW 
drive there felt that there was a lot more talking between faculties. But I feel 
that that has trailed off a bit last year. And its sort of gone back to 3 or 4 years 
ago. I remember that we just start that conflict in curriculum collapse we all 
were in a team from other faculties – that was a good 3 years ago – it was a bit 
fraught to begin 
 A Its when things have come and they have gone and other things have come and 
taken their place 
 B Yes absolutely 
 A Which kind of links to the next question on sustainability. You talk about the xxx 
and you are talking about going to other schools and doing xxx  
 B Yes. In terms of the xxxx  element of it I found the more I am doing it the easier 
to sustain it, it has become. I started from a point of view of I did not know any 
other xxxxx coordinators and I had not really worked with any primaries. So 
that’s become a lot easier and I have done a lot more as the years have gone 
on. I men in terms of us going out to other schools and us charging, obviously 
that is dependent on whether the schools think that it has been value for 
money. Its word of mouth. We have never heard anything negative about it but 
it all feeds back. Other schools have money to bring us in. I think we all know 
that schools work on peaks and troughs and once OfSTED has gone, maybe our 
priorities might change a little bit and maybe we will have more time to focus 
on collaboration. At the moment it’s been like OfSTED is coming so therefore 
xxxx and pupil premium marking books. And that’s fine and that is right, but 
there is a question of when we are doing that where is the creativity that we 
had through collaboration. 
 A But the stuff that you are doing to plan within you faculty. The higher level 
stuff, could be 
 B Absolutely. In faculty it seems to be it happens every term 6 
 A  And that has been like that  
 B And that’s been like that for years to be honest 
22:08 A What do you get out of it? 
 B Personally, I really enjoy meeting other people from other faculties. In my first 
year of teaching as an NQT I got to observe a lot of different people and talk to 
a lot of different people and that great. And the next year, your proper 
timetable kicks in, you are busy teaching xxxx and you don’t get to see anyone 
else. I really enjoyed getting to see other people around the school. And you 
learn a lot. Ultimately. And I think you feel like coming up with creative 
schemes of work and creative processes it makes you like what you are doing 
again. Not that you particularly dislike what it is, it re-ignites why you like 
teaching. You think “oh yes you can do this or you can do that”. At some point 
when you teach the same thing over and over again you get at bit like ahhh, but 
if you get someone else’s spin on it, someone else’s input you suddenly 
remember why you enjoyed teaching in the first place 
 A Is there anything else that you fell that you want to add 
 B I think it’s been quite thorough 
 A Thank you 
 
